BLM  LIBRARY  _ 

kiYey  RIDGE 

MTIJRAL  GAS  PROJECT 


RECORD  OF  DECISION 


DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
FOREST  SERVICE 


JANUARY  1984 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Wyoming  State  Office 
2515  Warren  Avenue 
P.0.  Box  1828 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82001 


Dear  Reader: 

Enclosed  is  the  public  record  of  decision  for  the  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas 
Project.  It  is  provided  for  your  information  and  use. 

This  document,  in  compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act, 
outlines  the  decisions  and  rationale  (management  considerations)  for  the 
analysis  presented  in  the  Riley  Ridge  Project  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

(EIS) . 

Key  management  considerations,  required  environmental  impact  mitigation 
measures,  and  compliance  and  monitoring  requirements  are  described. 

A  comment  period  is  not  required  by  regulaton  for  decision  documents.  However, 
any  comments  you  may  have  would  certainly  be  welcomed.  Comments  should  be 
directed  to  Donald  H.  Sweep,  District  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  P.0. 
Box  1869,  Rock  Springs,  Wyoming  82902-1869,  or  Reid  Jackson,  Forest  Supervisor, 
Bridger-Teton  National  Forest,  P.0.  Box  1888,  Jackson,  Wyoming  83001. 


IN  REPLY 
REFER  TO: 


Acting  ?tate  Director 


4  IO52/fol0 


lt>:83o-wra2. 


RECORD  OF  DECISION 
FOR 

RILEY  RIDGE 
NATURAL  GAS  PROJECT 


M 

H5H 

Ufa 


Rights-of-way 

Wyoming  (W)  -  79531 
(W)  -  79619 
(W)  -  79594 
(W)  -  77125 


Prepared  By 


U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 


U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Forest  Service 


January  25,  1984 


DECISION: 


C  ^ to. 


BUREAU  OFttANd  MANAGEMENT 
STATE  DIRECTOR,  WYOMING 


FOREST  SERVICE 

^uREGIONAL  FORESTER,  INTERMOUNTAIN  REGION 


■ 


* 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


RECORD  OF  DECISION 
RILEY  RIDGE  NATURAL  GAS  PROJECT 

Section _  Page  No 


I.  SUMMARY . 1 

INTRODUCTION . 1 

DECISION  SUMMARY . 1 

AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY . 3 

ISSUES  TO  BE  RESOLVED . 3 

II.  STATEMENT  OF  DECISION . 5 

WELL  FIELD . 6 

TREATMENT  PLANTS . 7 

TRUNK  LINES . 8 

SALES  GAS  PIPELINES . 11 

CARBON  DIOXIDE  (C02)  GAS  PIPELINES . 11 

SULFUR  TRANSPORT  AND  LOADOUT  FACILITY . 12 

POWER  TRANSMISSION  LINES . 13 

TREATMENT  PLANT  WATER  REQUIREMENTS . 13 

PLANT  SITE  ACCESS  ROADS . 13 

EMPLOYEE  HOUSING . 14 

GRAVEL,  RIPRAP,  AND  FILL  MATERIALS . 14 

WASTEWATER . 14 

GAS  VENTING . 14 

III.  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED . 15 

SITING  ALTERNATIVES . 15 

ENVIORNMENTALLY  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE . 16 

COMPONENT  ALTERNATIVES . 16 

NO  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE . 16 

ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED  BUT  ELIMINATED . 18 

IV.  MANAGEMENT  CONSIDERATIONS . 21 

AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY . 21 

MAJOR  IMPACT  CONCLUSIONS . 22 

DECISION  RATIONALE . 26 

V.  MITIGATION . 34 

VI.  MONITORING . 35 

IMPLEMENTATION  TASK  FORCE . 35 

IDENTIFIED  MONITORING . 35 

VII.  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION . 39 


ATTACHMENTS 


Attachment 

Attachment 


Attachment 

Attachment 

Attachment 

Attachment 


A  -  Memorandum  of  Understanding  Between  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  and  the  Forest  Service  (FS)  for  Management  of  the 
Riley  Ridge  Project. 

B  -  Required  Federal  Measures  and  Applicants’  Standard  Operating 
Procedures  Designed  to  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts. 

B.l  -  Applicants’  Standard  Operating  Procedures 
B.2  -  Federal  Regulations:  Terms  and  Conditions 
B.3  -  Current  Lease  Stipulations  on  Occupancy 
B.4  -  Well  Field  Oil  and  Gas  Operating  Measures 
B.5  -  General  Measures 

B.6  -  Roading  Guidelines  for  Gas  Exploration  and  Development  Within 
the  Riley  R.idge  Project  Area 

B.7  -  Erosion  Control,  Revegetation,  and  Restoration  Guidelines 
B.8  -  Required  Federal  Mitigation  Measures 
B.9  -  Sour  Gas  Trunk  Line  Mitigation  Measures 

C  -  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  (FONSI)  Riley  Ridge  Natural 
Gas  Project,  Sour  Gas  Pipeline  Alternatives. 

Supplemental  Environmental  Assessment  to  the  Riley  Ridge 
Natural  Gas  Project  FEIS  -  Sulfur  Gas  Pipeline  Alternatives. 

D  -  Application  for  Permit  to  Drill  (APD)  Environmental  Reference 
Report  and  Decision  Record. 

E  -  Public  Comments  Received  on  the  Riley  Ridge  Final  EIS 
F  -  MAPs 

-Map  S-l  -  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Pr-oject  Record  of  Decision 
(North  1/2) 

-  Map  S-2  -  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project  Record  of  Decision 
(South  1/2) 

-  Map  1  -  Sour  Gas  Trunk  Line-Proposed  and  Alternative 

Alignments . 


RECORD  OF  DECISION 
RILEY  RIDGE  NATURAL  GAS  PROJECT 


I .  SUMMARY 


INTRODUCTION 

This  record  of  decision  (ROD)  is  for  the  Riley  Ridge  natural  gas 
development  project  which  includes  the  construction,  operation, 
maintenance,  and  abandonment  of  a  deep  gas  well  field  in  western  Wyoming, 
gathering  lines  for  the  transportation  of  sour  gas  within  the  well  field, 
trunk  lines  for  shipment  of  sour  gas  from  the  well  field  gathering  system 
to  the  treatment  plants,  the  treatment  plants,  sales  gas  pipelines  for 
delivery  of  sales  gas  to  existing  gas  transmission  pipelines,  and 
facilities  for  the  handling  and  transportation  of  by-products  (sulfur  and 
carbon  dioxide)  to  markets.  The  project  represents  three  individual 
projects  proposed  by: 

1)  Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation  and  Mobil  Oil  Corporation 

2)  Exxon  Company,  U.S.A. 

3)  American  Quasar  Petroleum  Company  and  Williams  Exploration  Company. 

The  applicants  have  applied  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  (DOI), 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  for  right-of-way  permits  to  cross  federal 
land  managed  by  the  BLM  and  Forest  Service  (FS).  An  environmental  impact 
statement  (EIS)  was  prepared  jointly  by  BLM  and  FS.  The  BLM  assumed  the 
administrative  lead  and  was  responsible  for  filing  the  EIS  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

In  addition  to  the  proposed  project,  numerous  component  alternatives  and 
siting  alternatives  have  been  evaluated.  These  include  a  sulfur  transport 
alternative,  power  supply  alternative,  and  employee  housing  alternative; 
and  the  Buckhorn,  Shute  Creek,  and  Northern  sour  gas  treatment  plant 
siting  alternatives;  as  well  as  a  No  Action  Alternative. 


DECISION  SUMMARY 

Based  upon  the  analysis  of  environmental  consequences  described  in  the 
Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  and  in 
consideration  of  all  public,  state  and  federal  agency,  and  industry 
scoping,  hearing,  and  written  comments  received,  the  BLM  and  FS  have 
jointly  identified  the  Agency  Decision  to  be  a  modification  of  the  Shute 
Creek  Alternative.  The  Shute  Creek  Alternative  is  modified  to  the  extent 
that  the  East  Dry  Basin  plant  site  is  preferred  to  the  Buckhorn  plant 
site.  Therefore,  plant  sites  would  be  Craven  Creek,  Shute  Creek,  and  East 
Dry  Basin. 
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Due  to  differences  in  agency  policy,  the  Forest  Service  decisions  (i.e., 
well  field  roads,  powerlines,  pipelines,  mitigation  measures,  etc.)  are 
subject  to  a  45-day  administrative  review  period  beginning  on  the  date  the 
ROD  is  signed.  The  BLM  decisions  are  not  subject  to  administrative  review 
and  therefore  may  be  implemented  immediately  following  the  ROD,  provided 
all  the  preauthorization  (i.e.  construction  and  use  plans,  etc.) 
requirements  are  met. 

The  federal,  state,  county,  and  local  actions  that  would  be  required  to 
implement  any  of  the  applicants’  proposed  projects  would  generally  be  the 
same  regardless  of  the  location.  These  actions  are  listed  in  Tables  1-1 
through  1-3  (federal  actions,  state  actions,  county  and  local  actions)  in 
the  DEIS. 

As  part  of  the  process  of  issuing  the  various  required  authorizations,  the 
agencies  require  compliance  with  standard  procedures  and  measures  to 
mitigate  potential  impacts.  These  required  measures  are  identified  in 
Attachment  B  and  would  be  required  regardless  of  the  designs  of  the 
proposed  projects. 

The  BLM  and/or  FS  will  grant  or  renew  use  authorizations  (i.e., 
rights-of-way,  leases,  applications  to  drill,  temporary  use  permits,  etc.) 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  appropriate  federal  regulation  for 
the  public  lands  and  resources  under  their  respective  administrative 
jurisdiction. 

Applications  for  permit  to  drill  (APDs)  will  be  reviewed  by  the 
appropriate  BLM  or  FS  field  office  where  site-specific  mitigation  measures 
will  be  attached  and  forwarded  to  the  BLM  Rock  Springs  District  Office  for 
approval . 

Amended  right-of-way  (ROW)  applications  will  be  required  from  the 
applicants  before  further  processing  may  take  place.  Subsequent  to 
receipt  of  an  amended  application,  construction  and  use  (CU)  plans  (see 
page  1-12  of  the  DEIS),  incorporating  the  mitigation  measures  appended  to 
this  ROD,  will  be  required.  The  CU  plans  will  be  submitted  to  the  issuing 
office  for  approval. 

Review  of  the  approved  APDs  or  CU  plans  can  be  arranged  by  contacting  the 
appropriate  issuing  office. 

For  ROWs  on  BLM  administered  lands  contact: 

Rock  Springs  District,  Pinedale  Resource  Area  Manager  (307-367-4358) 
Kemraerer  Resource  Area  Manager  (307-877-3933). 

For  ROWs  on  FS  administered  lands  contact: 

Bridger-Teton  National  Forest,  Big  Piney  District  Ranger 
(307-276-3375). 

For  APDs  approved  on  BLM  or  FS  administered  lands  contact: 

Rock  Springs  District  Office,  Division  of  Mineral  Resources 
(307-382-5350). 
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AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY 


Several  concerns  about  the  Riley  Ridge  Project  were  raised  during  public 
scoping  meetings  and  subsequent  DEIS  review.  The  most  significant  issues 
raised  were  socioeconomics,  wildlife,  air  quality,  and  health  and  safety. 
Specifics  relative  to  these  issues  are  discussed  under  Section  IV  - 
Management  Considerations. 


ISSUES  TO  BE  RESOLVED 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  dependent  upon  resolution 
of  issues  in  three  areas:  socioeconomics,  air  quality,  and  water 
resources.  These  issues  would  be  resolved  in  the  permitting  processes  of 
the  Wyoming  Industrial  Siting  Council,  the  Wyoming  Oil  and  Gas  Commission, 
and  the  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality,  and  the  BLM-Mineral 
Resources  Division.  The  issues  for  which  resolution  is  expected  are 
discussed  below. 

Socioeconomics 


The  Proposed  Action  would  have  significant  adverse  impacts  on  housing  and 
local  public  services.  Additional  housing  units  and  public  services  would 
be  needed  as  a  result  of  the  increased  population  to  the  study  area.  A 
schedule  and  definite  plan  for  meeting  these  project-generated  needs  would 
be  required  by  the  Wyoming  Industrial  Siting  Council  as  part  of  its  permit 
process.  Permission  to  proceed  with  project  construction  would  be 
dependent  upon  acceptance  of  a  required  mitigation  plan. 

Air  Quality 


The  potential  problem  associated  with  Quasar's  predicted  violation  of  the 
SO2  24-hour  average  PSD  Class  II  increment  (based  on  use  of  off-site 
meteorlogical  data)  would  have  to  be  resolved  during  the  PSD  permitting 
process . 

Quasar's  plant  also  shows  predicted  violations  of  the  Wyoming  half-hour 
H2S  standards.  Resolution  of  this  problem  would  be  identical  to  that 
for  SO2. 

The  Exxon  and  Northwest  plants  will  undergo  similar  review  as  part  of  the 
PSD  permitting  process.  On-site  meterological  data  would  be  used  by  the 
Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  to  verify  the  results  found  in 
the  EIS  (e.g.,  no  significant  impact).  If  the  on-site  data  showed 
problems  of  compliance  with  PSD  increments  or  air  quality  standards,  that 
issue  would  have  to  be  resolved  by  installation  of  additional  plant 
emmission  controls  or  other  appropriate  modifications. 

Resolution  of  these  issues  must  be  achieved  before  granting  the  PSD  permit 
and  approval  to  begin  project  construction. 
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Water  Resources' 


The  effects  on  groundwater  of  deep  well  reinjection  of  waste  water  from 
the  sour  gas  treatment  plants  and  well  field  dehydrators  have  not  been 
fully  analyzed  due  to  lack  of  information  on  the  applicant’s  injection 
engineering  plans  and  specific  water  resources  data.  Prior  to  allowing 
its  activity  on  or  off  the  proposed  plant  sites,  the  BLM  will  require 
further  analysis  of  impacts.  In  addition,  the  Wyoming  Oil  and  Gas 
Conservation  Commission,  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental'  Quality,  and 
BLM-Minerals  Resources  Division  must  review  and  approve  the  applicants' 
disposal  plans.  The  necessary  permits  or  approvals  would  be  required 
before  the  applicants  could  begin  drilling  new  injection  wells  or 
injecting  in  old  oil  or  gas  wells. 
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II.  STATEMENT  OF  DECISION 


Based  upon  the  analysis  of  environmental  consequences  described  in  the 
Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS)  and  Final  EIS  (FEIS),  and  in  consideration  of  all  public,  state 
and  federal  agency,  and  industry  scoping,  hearing,  and  written  comments 
received,  the  BLM  and  FS  have  jointly  identified  the  Agency  Decision  to 
be  a  modification  of  the  Shute  Creek  Alternative.  The  Shute  Creek 
Alternative  is  modified  to  the  extent  that  the  East  Dry  Basin  plant  site 
is  preferred  to  the  Buckhorn  plant  site.  Therefore,  plant  sites  would  be 
Craven  Creek,  Shute  Creek,  and  East  Dry  Basin. 

The  Agency  Decision  was  selected  on  the  basis  of  the  comparative  analysis 
presented  in  Section  2  of  the  FEIS  and  the  ultimate  impacts  which  would 
result  from  the  implementation  of  this  Alternative  with  all  applicable 
mitigation.  The  Agency  Decision  would  have  fewer  overall  adverse  impacts 
to  resources  than  the  other  alternatives  considered.  Implementation  of 
the  Agency  Decision  would  be  subject  to  the  mitigation  measures 
identified  in  Attachment  B.  Other  measures  subsequently  identified  and 
deemed  necessary  by  the  Authorizing  Officer  may  be  added. 

All  practical  means  to  avoid  or  minimize  environmental  harm  have  been 
adopted.  Intensive  inspection  and  enforcement  to  ensure  that  the 
decisions  are  carried  out  in  accordance  with  required  mitigation  will  be 
performed . 

The  BLM  and  FS  have  entered  into  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU) 
(Attachment  A)  that  establishes  agreement  and  procedure  for  overseeing 
implementation  of  the  Riley  Ridge  ROD.  This  includes  review  and  quality 
control  of  required  applicant  plans  for  associated  construction, 
operation,  maintenance,  and  termination  of  proposed  facilities  and  well 
field  development. 

The  applicants  will  be  required  to  develop  a  comprehensive  monitoring 
program  which  will  be  approved  as  a  part  of  the  required  applicant  CU 
plans.  They  will  be  required  to  implement  and/or  fund,  at  least  in  part, 
the  monitoring  identified  in  Section  VI  of  this  ROD  and  Appendix  E  of  the 
FEIS.  Specifically,  monitoring  of  groundwater,  air  quality  related 
values,  and  fisheries  and  surface  water  quality  (Attachment  B.5 
measures  W-l  &  2;  AQ-1  &  2;  WF-13.  FEIS  Appendix  E-l;  E-2;  E-3). 

Under  the  terms  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  the  applicants  will  be 
required  to  conduct  surveys,  no  more  than  one  year  prior  to  disturbance, 
to  determine  if  listed  plant  or  animal  species  or  their  habitats  might  be 
present  on  areas  to  be  disturbed,  regardless  of  land  ownership 
(Attachment  B.5,  measure  27). 

The  applicants  will  also  be  required  to  develop  a  cultural  resources  plan 
to  locate  cultural  resources  which  would  be  directly  affected  by  the 
project.  A  class  III  field  survey  would  be  used  in  locating  these 
resources  (Attachment  B.5,  measures  43  through  46). 
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As  a  result  of'  any  applicant  delays  in  their  project  plans,  the 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  the  R.iley  Ridge  Project,  or  other 
planned  or  proposed  projects  would  be  reevaluated  prior  to  granting  any 
of  the  requested  Federal  actions  to  determine  if  they  are  still  within 
the  parameters  considered  in  the  EIS. 

A  description  of  the  Riley  Ridge  Project  components  and  associated 
actions  as  they  would  he  permitted  for  each  applicant  follows.  The 
"Decision  Rationale"  is  provided  in  Section  IV,  pages  26  through  33. 

WELL  FIELD 

Before  any  development  activity  occurs  within  the  well  field  area,  each 
lessee  or  unit  operator  would  be  required  to  submit  an  APD.  The  process 
for  issuing  APDs  is  described  in  the  DEIS  on  pages  1-3  and  1-12.  and  more 
specifically  will  follow  the  procedure  outlined  in  Attachment  D, 
"Application  for  Permit  to  Drill  (APD)  Environmental  Reference  Report  and 
Decision  Record".  Approval  of  an  APD  would  include  site-specific 
application  of  the  mitigation  measures  (Attachment  B)  to  well  siting, 
access  roads,  pipelines,  powerlines,  and  other  associated  facilities.  A 
description  of  the  lease  operator  activities  that  would  require  issuance 
of  an  APD  by  the  BLM  is  summarized  by  applicant  in  the  DEIS  (pages  1-35 
and  1-36) . 

Forest  Service 

The  Bridger  -  Teton  National  Forest  administers  34  percent  of  the  159,928 
acres  of  well  field  surface.  Use  authorizations  (i.e.  ROWs,  leases, 
permits)  for  roads,  powerlines,  pipelines,  well  site  facilities,  etc. 
will  be  handled  through  the  normal  APD  process  as  long  as  the  facilities 
remain  on-lease.  On-lease  facilities  constructed  by  the  unit  operator 
will  not  require  individual  (separate)  use  authorization.  However,  if 
the  facilities  on  the  lease  area  are  constructed  by  or  transferred  to  a 
third  party  then  the  third  party  must  have  an  individual  use 
authorization.  Any  facility  (i.e.,  road,  powerline,  pipeline,  etc.) 
off-lease  will  require  individual  use  authorization.  All  Forest  Service 
use  authorizations  will  be  issued  by  the  Forest  Service  Supervisors 
Office,  Jackson,  Wyoming. 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

The  Rock  Springs  District  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  administers 
the  balance,  66  percent,  of  the  well  field  surface  acres.  The  same  use 
authorization  procedure  will  be  folloi^ed  as  described  for  the  FS . 
Individual  use  authorizations  will  be  issued  by  the  BLM  Pinedale  Resource 
Area  Office  of  the  Rock  Springs  District. 
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TREATMENT  PLANTS 


Air  Quality 

The  State  of  Wyoming  is  responsible  for  assuring  compliance  with  all  air 
quality  standards  and  regulations,  including  the  requirement  of  Best 
Available  Control  Technology  (BACT).  The  potential  problem  of  Quasar’s 
predicted  violation  of  the  SO2  24-hour  average  PSD  Class  II  increment 
(based  on  use  of  off-site  meteorological  data)  would  have  to  be  resolved 
during  the  State's  PSD  permitting  process.  Resolution  of  this  problem  is 
potentially  a  two-step  process.  The  first  step  would  be  to  remodel 
Quasar’s  SO2  impacts  with  on-site  meteorological  data.  (This  would 
simultaneously  resolve  the  problem  of  results  based  on  off-site 
meteorological  data.)  If  violations  are  still  predicted,  the  second  step 
would  be  for  Quasar  to  install  additional  in-plant  sulfur  controls  or 
other  options  they  may  develop.  Quasar's  plant  also  shows  predicted 
violations  of  the  Wyoming  half-hour  H2S  standards.  Resolution  of  this 
problem  would  be  identical  to  that  for  SO2. 

The  Exxon  and  Northwest  plants  will  undergo  similar  review  as  part  of  the 
PSD  permitting  process.  On-site  meterological  data  would  be  used  by  the 
Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  to  verify  the  results  found 
in  the  EIS  (e.g.,  no  significant  impact).  If  the  on-site  data  showed 
problems  of  compliance  with  PSD  increments  or  air  quality  standards,  that 
issue  would  have  to  be  resolved  by  installation  of  additional  plant 
eramission  controls  or  other  appropriate  modifications. 

Resolution  of  these  issues  must  be  achieved  before  granting  approval  to 
begin  project  construction. 

Treatment  Plant  Location 


Quasar 

The  East  Dry  Basin  plant  site  is  approved.  The  East  Dry  Basin  site  is 
comprised  of  640  acres  in  Sections  34  and  35  of  T.  29  N. ,  R.  112  W.  and 
Section  4  of  T.  28  N.,  R.  112  W. ,  Sublette  County,  Wyoming.  See  Map  S-l 
for  location. 

Northwest 

The  Craven  Creek  plant  site  is  approved.  This  site  is  comprised  of  640 
acres  in  the  E  1/2  of  Section  29  and  W  1/2  of  Section  28  in  T.  22  N.,  R. 
113  W. ,  Lincoln  County,  Wyoming.  See  Map  S-2  for  location. 

Exxon 

The  Shute  Creek  plant  site  is  approved.  This  site  is  comprised  of  640 
acres  in  section  14  of  T.  22  N. ,  R.  112  W. ,  Lincoln  County,  Wyoming. 

See  Map  S-2  for  location 
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TRUNK  LINES 


Approximate  sour  gas  trunk  line  alignments  are  indicated  on  Maps  S-l  and 
S-2.  Portions  of  the  alignment  have  changed  from  that  considered  in  the 
DEIS  and  FEIS.  Since  the  changes  were  considered  to  be  outside  the 
general  1-mile  corridor  analyzed  in  the  DEIS-FEIS,  a  supplemental 
environmental  analysis  was  conducted  and  it  was  concluded  that  the 
additional  sour  gas  pipeline  routes  as  mitigated  would  not  have  a 
significant  impact  on  the  human  environment.  Therefore  no  supplemental 
EIS  is  necessary.  The  analysis  is  documented  in  a  supplemental 
Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  in  Attachment  C.  The  final  specific 
alignment  location  will  be  determined  during  the  preparation  of  the  CU 
plans . 

1.  Pipeline  Alignment 
Quasar  and  Williams 


Quasar’s  trunk  line  from  the  Darby  Mountain,  Riley  Ridge  and  North 
Riley  Ridge  Units,  and  Williams  trunk  line  from  the  Sawmill  Area 
would  join  in  Section  18,  T.  29  N. ,  R.  113  W. .  A  10-mile  trunk  line 
would  run  from  the  well  field  to  the  East  Dry  Basin  plant  site. 

Northwest  and  Mobil 


Northwest  would  purchase  gas  from  Mobil  at  the  wellhead.  Northwest’s 
trunk  line  from  the  Tip  Top  and  Hogsback  Units  would  begin  in  Section 
20  of  T.  28  N.,  R.  113  W. ,  at  their  Big  Piney  Compressor  Station. 
Three  other  gathering  lines  from  the  Hogsback  Unit  would  tie  in  to 
Northwest’s  main  trunk  line  off  the  well  field  in  Sections  5  and  21 
of  T.  27  N. ,  R.  113  W.,  and  Section  3  of  T.  26  N. ,  R.  113  W.. 
Northwest’s  trunk  line  would  be  approximately  40  miles  long, 
terminating  at  the  Craven  Creek  plant  site. 

Exxon 


Exxon’s  trunk  line  from  the  Lake  Ridge,  Fogarty  Creek,  and  Dry  Piney 
Units,  and  the  Dry  Piney  Annex  would  begin  in  Section  1  of  T.  27  N. , 
R.  114  W.  The  trunk  line  would  be  approximately  37  miles  long, 
terminating  at  the  Shute  Creek  plant  site. 

Northwest's  and  Exxon’s  sour  gas  pipelines  would  parallel  each  other 
for  approximately  18  miles  south  to  the  south  side  of  Fontenelle 
Creek.  In  Section  2  of  T.  24  N. ,  R.  113  W. ,  the  two  pipelines 
separate  with  Exxon's  pipeline  trending  southeast  approximately  16 
miles  to  the  Shute  Creek  plant.  Northwest's  pipeline  trends 
southwest  approximately  19  miles  to  the  Craven  Creek  plant  (see  Maps 
S-l  and  S-2). 

The  Holden  Hill  alignment  of  the  sour  gas  pipelines  (Sections  23  and 
26  of  T.  25  N.,  R.  113  W.)  will  be  along  the  west  side  of  the 
western-most  existing  pipeline  of  Northwest  Pipeline  Company.  This 
adjustment  of  approximately  three-fourths  of  a  mile  west  is  made 
because  of  the  highly  sensitive  Emigrant  Trail  (Sublette  Cutoff)  and 
other  cultural  values  occuring  in  this  area. 


8 


In  the  area  of  the  LaBarge  Creek  crossing,  three  options  remain  open 
to  Northwest  and  Exxon  for  aligning  the  sour  gas  pipelines  through 
the  existing  residences  (H2S  sensitive  receptors)  while 
maintaining  the  Health  and  Safety  requirements  of  mitigation  measure 
H-4  (see  Attachment  B.8). 

Option  one  is  to  cross  LaBarge  Creek  approximately  3/4  of  a  mile 
west  of  Northwest’s  western-most  existing  pipeline  along  the 
section  line  common  to  sections  26  and  27  of  T.  26  N.,  R.  113  W. 

(see  Map  S-l) .  Approval  of  a  crossing  following  this  alignment  is 
contingent  upon  consumating  a  sensitive  receptor  purchase 
agreement  and  obtaining  two  sensitive  receptor  variances. 

Option  two  is  to  cross  LaBarge  Creek  approximately  1.5  miles  west 
of  Northwest's  western-most  existing  pipeline  in  the  west  1/2  of 
Section  27  of  T.  26  N. ,  R.  113  W.  (not  shown  on  Map  S-l). 

Approval  of  a  crossing  following  this  alignment  is  also  contingent 
upon  consumating  a  sensitive  receptor  purchase  agreement  and 
obtaining  two  sensitive  receptor  variances. 

Option  three  is  to  route  the  pipelines  west  of  Calpet  (1.5  miles) 
along  the  toe  of  the  Hogsback  and  cross  LaBarge  Creek  just  east 
of  the  narrows  in  Sections  19  and  30  of  T.  26  N. ,  R.  113  W.  and 
then  return  to  the  original  alignment.  This  third  option  would 
result  in  approximately  two  miles  of  additional  pipeline.  No 
sensitive  receptor  purchase  agreement  would  be  required,  but  one 
variance  would  be  needed. 

If  the  first  option  for  crossing  LaBarge  Creek  is  arranged,  then  the 
sour  gas  pipeline  will  be  required  to  pass  one-mile  east  of  Calpet. 
If  the  distance  of  the  pipelines  from  Calpet  is  less  than  one  mile 
at  any  point  then  a  variance  must  be  obtained  from  the  Authorized 
Officer  (Health  and  Safety  mitigation  measure  H-4).  If  the  second 
or  third  option  is  selected  then  the  two  sour  gas  pipelines  will  be 
located  approximately  1.5  miles  west  of  Calpet  along  the  toe  of  the 
Hogsback.  This  would  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  Health  and 
Safety  mitigation  measure  and  therefore  not  require  a  variance  for 
Calpet . 

Two  other  residential  areas  (sensitive  receptors)  will  require 
requests  for  variances  under  any  of  the  three  alignments.  These  are 
Western  Camp  and  Dry  Piney  Camp. 

2.  Design  Safety  Aspects  \ 

The  presence  of  the  toxic  H2S  in  the  sour  gas  will  require 
incorporation  of  numerous  monitoring  and  safety  control  measures  in 
the  design  and  operation  of  the  gathering  and  trunk  line  systems. 
These  include  siting  considerations,  monitoring  and  shutdown 
systems,  and  emergency  response  procedures. 
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Siting  Considerations 


Well  production  areas  and  the  gas  treatment  plant  locations  are 
fixed;  however,  pipeline  system  locations  can  be  adjusted.  Proposed 
pipeline  routing  must  avoid  passing  closer  than  1-mile  to  existing 
residences,  communities,  recreation  areas,  and  businesses. 

Emergency  shutdown  or  block  valves  will  be  required  and  spaced  along 
the  pipeline  to  assure  protection  of  residents  near  the  gathering 
system  and  trunk  lines  in  the  unlikely  event  of  a  pipeline  rupture. 

Emergency  Procedures 


Emergency  procedures  that  will  be  taken  in  the  event  of  an 
accidental  release  of  sour  gas  (H2S)  will  be  identified  in 
contingency  plans  prepared  by  the  applicants.  Applicants  must 
prepare  an  individual  site-specific  H2S  contingency  and  evacuation 
plan  for  the  drilling  and  completion  of  each  well.  This  is  required 
by  BLM  regulation  (NTL-10)  and  each  plan  will  outline  steps  to  be 
taken  to  control  wells  and,  if  necessary,  evacuate  the  area  in  the 
event  of  a  blowout. 

In  addition,  the  applicants  must  prepare  a  contingency  and 
evacuation  plan  for  the  operation  of  the  well  field,  the  pipelines, 
and  the  plant  facilities.  This  will  identify  steps  to  be  taken  to 
control  an  H2S  gas  release  from  wellheads,  gas  gathering  or  trunk 
lines,  or  a  plant  upset  during  operation.  It  will  include  public 
mass  alert  and  evacuation  procedures,  and  provide  for  appropriate 
training  to  ensure  that  all  personnel  have  the  ability  and  knowledge 
to  implement  the  established  contingency  and  evacuation  plan. 

In  the  event  of  a  sudden  pressure  drop,  trunk  line  block  valves  or 
wellhead  valves  would  stop  the  flow  of  gas,  depending  on  the 
location  of  the  leak.  In  addition,  wells  could  be  remotely  shut-in 
by  plant  personnel. 

Finally,  if  the  sour  gas  release  could  not  be  contained,  company 
personnel  would  intitiate  evacuation  procedures  for  residents  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  hazard. 

Design  Requirements 


No  sour  gas  trunk  line  will  be  located  closer  than  one  mile  to  the 
populated  areas  or  sensitive  receptors  as  identified  on  Map  2-1  in 
the  FEIS.  The  applicants  must  use  the  best  available  engineering 
design  (i.e.,  alignment,  block  valve  type  and  spacing,  pipe  grade, 
etc.),  best  construction  techniques  (i.e.,  pipe  depth,  hydrostatic 
testing,  etc.),  and  monitoring  plans  (i.e.,  surveillance,  warning 
signs,  etc.)  as  approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer  to  minimize  both 
the  probability  of  rupture  and  radius  of  exposure  in  the  event  of  an 
accidental  pipeline  release  of  sour  gas. 
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A  variance  from  the  1-mile  distance  may  be  granted  by  the  Authorized 
Officer  based  on  submission  of  a  detailed  site-specific  analysis  by  the 
applicant  that  would  consider  meteorology,  topography,  and  special 
pipeline  design  and/or  construction  measures.  This  analysis  wouLd  ensure 
that  populated  areas  and  sensitive  receptors  would  not  be  exposed  to  an 
increased  level  of  risk. 

As  part  of  the  CU  plan,  the  applicants  will  be  required  to  prepare  a  sour 
gas  pipeline  health  and  safety  design,  construction,  and  operation  plan 
for  approval  by  the  Authorizing  Officer. 

Design  requirements  will  reduce  both  the  probability  of  a  rupture  and 
minimize  the  extent  of  exposure  by  sensitive  receptors  to  both  discomfort 
and  lethal  levels  of  H2S  in  the  event  of  a  sour  gas  pipeline  rupture. 

The  probability  of  rupture  can  be  reduced  by  such  measures  as  warning 
signs,  burial  depth,  pipe  thickness  and  grade,  while  such  measures  as 
block  valve  types  and  spacing  and  pipeline  alignment  would  minimize  the 
exposure  radius  from  the  point  of  rupture  in  the  event  of  an  accident. 

See  Appendix  B.9  for  a  discussion  of  the  effectiveness  of  block  valve 
spacing  and  resultant  exposure  distances. 

SALES  GAS  PIPELINES 

No  alternatives  to  the  proposed  sales  gas  pipeline  alignments  were 
considered  in  the  EIS.  Comments  received  on  the  proposed  Quasar  and 
Exxon  alignment  along  the  toe  of  White  Mountain,  northwest  of  Rock 
Springs,  rendered  this  alignment  unacceptable  because  it  traversed  prime 
city  expansion  land.  Also,  the  Exxon  line  would  cross  the  Seedskadee 
National  Wildlife  Refuge;  this  received  adverse  comment.  Therefore, 
other  alignment  opportunities  must  be  identified  for  Quasar’s  and  Exxon's 
sales  gas  pipelines.  An  environmental  analysis  will  be  required  before  a 
final  route  is  selected. 

Northwest’s  proposed  sales  gas  pipeline  right-of-way  is  approved.  It 
would  connect  their  treatment  plant  with  Northwest's  existing  16-inch 
line  3-miles  to  the  west  of  the  Craven  Creek  plant  site. 


CARBON  DIOXIDE  (C02)  GAS  PIPELINES 

The  same  situation  exists  for  Quasar’s  and  Exxon's  CO2  pipelines  as 
stated  for  their  sales  gas  pipelines. 

Mo  adverse  comments  were  received  on  Northwest’s  CO2  pipeline.  The 
proposed  27-mile  alignment  from  the  Craven  Creek  plant  south  to  the  tlAPCO 
Corridor  is  approved.  However,  no  right-of-way  grant  will  be  issued 
until  the.  final  delivery  point  is  identified. 
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SULFUR  TRANSPORT  AND  LOADOUT  FACILITY 


Sulfur,  a  by-product  of  H2S  processing  in  the  treatment  plants,  would 
be  sold  as  markets  are  developed.  If  markets  are  not  identified  prior  to 
plant  start-up,  or  if  estabished  markets  are  interrupted,  sulfur  would  be 
stored  at  the  plant  sites  until  it  is  needed  to  supply  demand. 

Quasar 


The  Agency  Decision  for  transporting  produced  sulfur  is  by  molten  sulfur 
pipeline.  However,  since  only  one  alignment  has  been  analyzed,  and  in 
consideration  of  the  concerns  expressed  by  the  public  relative  to  the 
sulfur  drain  locations  and  the  proximity  of  the  pipeline  to  the  Emigrant 
Trail,  additional  site-specific  environmental  analysis  would  be  required 
before  the  selection  of  a  final  alignment.  This  process  will  be 
initiated  when  Quasar  submits  their  amended  application. 

Quasar  has  stated  that  they  would  truck  the  sulfur  produced  in  their 
first  400  million  cfd  processing  modules  to  a  loadout  facility  near  Opal, 
Wyoming.  This  would  amount  to  approximately  654  tons/day.  This  method 
of  transportation  would  not  require  any  action  on  the  part  of  the  BLM  or 
the  FS.  With  the  additional  processing  of  800  million  cfd  and  a 
production  of  1,960  tons  of  sulfur  per  day,  transportation  would  be  in  an 
above-ground,  54-mile  molten  sulfur  pipeline  from  the  East  Dry  Basin 
plant  to  the  terminus  near  Opal. 

The  system  would  be  powered  by  a  69-kilovolt  transmission  line 
paralleling  the  molten  sulfur  line;  the  line  would  receive  power  from 
Utah  Power  and  Light  Company  at  the  plant  site,  pipeline  midpoint,  and 
loadout  facility.  Emergency  generators  to  power  the  heating  system  would 
be  located  at  both  ends  of  the  pipeline  to  ensure  a  source  of  power 
should  an  outage  of  commercial  power  occur.  See  Maps  S-l  and  S-2  for  the 
general  pipeline  alignment. 

Northwest  and  Exxon 


The  rail  spur  that  would  service  the  Craven  Creek  and  Shute  Creek  plants 
is  the  approved  means  of  sulfur  transport.  Northwest  and  Exxon  would 
build  a  railroad  spur  from  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  line  to  the 
treatment  plants.  The  spur  would  extend  from  a  point  about  three  miles 
east  of  Opal  in  a  northerly  direction  about  seven  miles  to  Craven  Creek 
and  then  easterly  about  8.5  miles  to  Shute  Creek.  See  Map  S-2  for 
location.  Northwest’s  and  Exxon's  respective  production  at  full  capacity 
would  be  757  and  2,240  tons  of  sulfur  per  day. 
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POWER  TRANSMISSION  LINES 


Quasar  plans  to  purchase  electrical  power  from  Utah  Power  and  Light 
Company.  Electrical  power  for  operation  of  their  treatment  plant  would 
require  construction  of  a  75-mile,  230-kilovolt  transmission  line  from 
the  Naughton  Power  Plant  to  the  East  Dry  Basin  plant.  Approximately 
seven  miles  of  the  total  distance  would  parallel  an  existing  transmission 
line.  Tangent  structures  would  be  wood  pole  H-frames.  A  69-kilovolt 
line  would  run  to  the  sulfur  loadout  facility.  The  gas  field  electrical 
distribution  system  would  also  originate  from  the  plant  substation.  (See 
Maps  S-l  and  S-2  for  location) . 

Power  for  Northwest’s  and  Exxon's  treatment  plants  would  also  be  obtained 
fom  Utah  Power  and  Light  Company’s  Naughton  Power  Plant  south  of 
Kemmerer.  A  230  or  345-kilovolt  transmission  line  would  extend  northeast 
from  Naughton,  paralleling  Quasar's  transmission  line  for  approximately 
15  miles.  The  main  line  would  then  parallel  the  railroad  spur  to  the 
plant  sites  for  a  distance  of  approximately  29  miles.  Tangent  structures 
would  be  either  wood  pole  or  lattice  steel  H-frames.  (See  Map  S-2  for 
location) . 


TREATMENT  PLANT  WATER  REQUIREMENTS 


Quasar  and  Exxon 


Groundwater  wells  would  be  used  by  both  applicants  for  all  water 
requirements  (Quasar,  22,010  acre-feet  for  project  life;  Exxon,  11,040 
acre-feet  for  project  life).  Permits  for  groundwater  use  must  be 
obtained  from  the  Wyoming  State  Engineer's  Office. 

Northwest 


The  applicant's  proposed  water  pipeline  is  approved.  (See  Map  S-2  for 
alignment  location).  Northwest's  treatment  plant  water  requirements 
(2,400  acre-feet  for  project  life)  would  be  supplied  from  the  Green 
River.  The  water  pipeline  would  extend  from  a  reinforced  concrete  intake 
structure  on  the  Green  River  below  the  Fontenelle  Dam  to  the  plant  site. 
The  approximate  distance  would  be  12  miles  using  eight-inch  pipe,  buried 
to  a  depth  of  eight  feet.  Water  would  be  stored  in  a  large  tank  and 
serve  as  plant  makeup  water  storage  and  fire  water  storage. 


PLANT  SITE  ACCESS  ROADS 

The  applicants'  proposed  plant  site  access  routes  are  approved.  (See 
Maps  S-l  and  S-2  for  locations).  A  3.3-mile  paved  access  road  would  be 
required  from  the  Calpet  Road  (Sublette  County  Road  23-134)  to  the  East 
Dry  Basin  plant.  The  Craven  Creek  plant  access  road  would  extend  from 
Highway  240  directly  east  to  the  treatment  plant.  It  would  be  paved  and 
1.4  miles  in  length.  The  Shute  Creek  plant 
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approved  access  roads  are  from  Wyoming  State  Highway  372  and  240,  and 
U.S.  Highway  30.  A  total  of  27.5  miles  of  existing  maintained  dirt  road 
would  be  upgraded.  Nine  miles  would  pass  through  private  land,  while  the 
remaining  18.5  miles  are  located  on  land  administered  by  the  BLM. 

Exxon’s  access  from  Highway  240  directly  east  to  the  treatment  plant 
would  be  paved  and  8.5  miles  in  length.  Access  roads  to  all  plant  sites 
would  be  built  to  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Transportation 
Officials  standards. 


EMPLOYEE  HOUSING 

All  applicants  are  required  to  provide  construction  camps  for  employees 
and  contractor  housing.  If  the  construction  camps  are  located  on  public 
land  at  a  site  other  than  those  analyzed  in  the  EIS,  additional 
environmental  analysis  may  be  required. 


GRAVEL,  RIPRAP  AND  FILL  MATERIALS 

Required  gravel,  riprap,  and  fill  materials  will  be  obtained  from  the 
right-of-way;  commercial  sources  (which  would  require  transportation  to 
the  location),  or  adjacent  lands  where  permitted  by  the  federal  surface 
management  agency  or  the  landowner.  (Note:  If  value  of  needed  material 
exceeds  $5,000,  sale  must  be  competitive.)  An  environmental  analysis 
(EA)  will  be  required  if  mineral  materials  are  obtained  from  public  lands. 


WASTEWATER 

The  effects  on  groundwater  of  deep  well  reinjection  of  wastewater  from 
the  sour  gas  treatment  plants  and  well  field  dehydrators  have  not  been 
fully  analyzed  due  to  lack  of  information  on  the  applicant’s  injection 
engineering  plans  and  specific  water  resource  data.  Prior  to  allowing 
this  activity,  the  BLM  will  require  further  analysis  of  impacts.  In 
addition,  Wyoming  Oil  and  Gas  Gommission,  Wyoming  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality,  and  BLM-Mineral  Resource  Division  must  review  and 
approve  the  applicants'  disposal  plans.  The  necessary  permits  and/or 
approvals  will  be  required  before  the  applicants  could  begin  disposal. 
See  Section  VI  Monitoring  for  further  discussion  of  permitting 
requirements . 


GAS  VENTING 

It  is  the  Agencies'  decision  to  allow  the  Applicants'  to  vent 
CO2  until  an  economic  market  is  determined  by  the  BLM.  When  a  market 
is  identified,  the  CO2  must  either  be  sold  or  compensatory  royalty  will 
be  assessed  for  the  marketable  volume.  In  addition,  the  helium  will  be 
allowed  to  be  vented  until  such  time  as  the  Bureau  of  Mines  makes  a  final 
determination  regarding  its  disposition. 
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III.  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED 


SITING  ALTERNATIVES 

Three  project  siting  alternatives,  the  Buckhorn,  Shute  Creek  and 
Northern  Alternatives  were  analyzed  for  the  Riley  Ridge  Project.  The 
siting  alternatives  differ  from  the  Proposed  Action  primarily  in  the 
location  of  certain  plant  sites  and  associated  corridors.  These 
alternatives  change  some  aspect  of  the  Proposed  Action  while  keeping 
other  aspects  unchanged. 

The  treatment  plants  included  in  the  Proposed  Action  and  each 
Alternative  are  shown  below  by  company,  location,  and  processing 
capacity. 


Capacity 

Applicant  Site  (billion  cfd) 

Proposed  Action: 


Quasar 

East  Dry  Basin 

1.2 

Exxon 

West  Dry  Basin 

.6 

Big  Mesa 

.6 

Northwest 

Craven  Creek 

.4 

Buckhorn  Alternative: 


2.8 


Quasar 

Buckhorn 

1.2 

Exxon 

West  Dry  Basin 

.6 

East  Dry  Basin 

.  6 

Northwest 

Craven  Creek 

.4 

2.8 


Shute  Creek  Alternative: 


Quasar 

Exxon 

Northwest 

Northern  Alternative: 


Buckhorn 
Shute  Creek 
Craven  Creek 


1.2 

1.2 

.4 

2.8 


Quasar 

Exxon 

Northwest 


Buckhorn 

1.2 

West  Dry  Basin 

.6 

Big  Mesa 

.6 

East  Dry  Basin 

.4 

2.8 

15 


ENVIRONMENTALLY  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


The  Agency  (BLM,  FS)  Decision,  or  as  stated  in  the  FEIS  the  Agency 
Preferred  Alternative,  is  synonomous  with  "Environmentally  Preferred 
Alternative".  The  plant  siting  alternative  of  East  Dry  Basin,  Shute 
Creek  and  Craven  Creek  would  have  fewer  overall  adverse  impacts  to 
resources  than  the  other  alternatves  considered.  See  Section  IV, 
Decision  Rationale,  for  further  discussion. 


COMPONENT  ALTERNATIVES 

The  component  alternatives  deal  with  sulfur  transport,  power  supply,  and 
employee  housing. 

Sulfur  Transport 


Two  methods  of  sulfur  transport  were  considered.  One  was  to  transport 
sulfur  as  a  molten  liquid  in  a  54-mile  long,  electrically  heated, 
six-inch  diameter  pipeline  form  the  northern  treatment  plants  to  a 
loadout  facility  located  on  a  railroad  spur  near  Opal,  Wyoming.  An 
alternative  to  a  molten  sulfur  pipeline  was  a  railroad  spur.  A  railroad 
spur  constructed  to  the  northern  sites  would  require  approximately  91.5 
miles  of  railroad.  The  southern  sites  (Craven  Creek  and  Shute  Creek) 
would  be  serviced  by  a  railroad  spur  approximately  17  miles  in  total 
length . 

Power  Supply 

Three  power  supply  optional  routes  were  analyzed.  They  are  referred  to 
as  the  Applicants  proposed  route,  the  Utah  Power  and  Light  route  (UP&L) 
and  the  BLM  route.  BLM's  routing  alternative  utilized  parts  of  the 
applicants  and  UP&L’s  systems  and  was  selected  on  the  basis  of  BLM  policy 
which  is  to  encourage  use  of  existing  corridors  wherever  possible.  The 
BLM  route  would  utilize  the  exisiting  69-KV  corridor. 

Employee  Housing 

Construction  camps  were  considered  as  options  to  housing  construction 
employees  in  local  communities.  Camp  sites  were  identified  for  the 
Proposed  Action  and  the  siting  alternatives. 


NO  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE 

The  purpose  of  this  alternative  is  to  analyze  impacts  which  would  occur 
if  the  Proposed  Action  or  any  of  its  alternatives  were  not  implemented. 
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The  Riley  Ridge  Project  is  composed  of  two  categories  of  authorizing 
actions,  one  being  the  consideration  of  well  field  activities  as  a 
cumulative  total  to  help  facilitate  the  approval  or  disapproval  of  APD 
actions  for  approved  federal  gas  leases,  and  the  other  the  consideration 
of  granting  right-of-way  permits  for  proposed  sour  gas  treatment  plants 
and  their  ancillary  facilities.  The  low-Btu  (sour)  gas  that  is  drilled 
for  must  be  processed  to  be  marketable  to  the  consumer,  thus  the  two 
authorizing  actions  are  interdependent.  In  addition,  wells  would 
probably  not  be  drilled  on  a  large  scale  if  processing  facilities  were 
not  readily  available. 

No  Action  would  constitute  BLM  and  FS  denial  of  each  of  the  right-of-way 
applications  submitted  by  the  companies.  This  would  mean  that  none  of 
the  gas  treatment  plants  and  ancillary  facilities  would  be  built  and  no 
action  would  be  allowed  in  the  well  field  as  applied  for  in  the  project 
right-of-way  applications.  Some  wells  could  still  be  drilled  by 
operators  later  submitting  individual  APDs  and  the  agencies  preparing 
individual  environmental  assessment  for  each  APD. 

Thus,  No  Action  would  create  three  possible  alternatives:  denial  of 
entire  project,  denial  of  treatment  plants,  and  denial  of  one  or  more  of 
the  proposed  treatment  plants.  The  following  discusses  these  in  more 
detail . 

Denial  of  Entire  Project 


The  blanket  denial  of  the  entire  project,  treatment  plants,  ancillary 
facilities,  and  well  field  activities  would  prevent  project  proponents 
from  constructing  gas  treatment  facilities  and  from  developing  their 
lease  rights  (as  stated  in  the  Minerals  Leasing  Act  of  1920,  as  amended). 

Denial  of  Treatment  Plants 


Denial  of  the  treatment  plants,  as  applied  for,  may  still  allow  for  some 
low-Btu  gas  to  be  drilled  for  on  an  individual  APD  environmental 
assessment  basis  as  currently  occurs,  including  application  of  standard 
agency  stipulations  and  specific  mitigation  developed  in  the 
environmental  assessment. 

Upon  denial  of  treatment  plant  right-of-way  applications,  the  companies 
might  have  the  following  options,  among  possibly  others. 

1.  Find  other  possible  plant  site  locations  in  the  regional 
vicinity  which  might  be  more  acceptable; 

2.  Transport  sour  gas  out  of  the  project  region  for  treatment; 

3.  Transport  sour  gas  to  the  Carter  Creek  or  Whitney  Canyon  plants. 
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These  possibilities  were  investigated  and  the  following  conclusions  were 
drawn.  The  first  option  is  real  and  would  have  to  be  analyzed  in  the 
event  of  new  right-of-way  applications.  The  second  option  appears  to  be 
impractical  for  several  reasons,  including  high  costs  of  long  distance 
transport  of  gas,  no  known  plants  which  have  capacity  to  treat  this  kind 
of  gas,  hazards  and  lack  of  technology  of  long  distance  sour  gas 
transport.  The  third  option  is  not  possible  because  the  Carter  Creek  and 
Whitney  Canyon  gas  treatment  facilities  do  not  have  the  necessary 
equipment  and  treatment  process  to  remove  the  amount  of  CO2  found  in 
the  Riley  Ridge  sour  gas.  In  addition,  they  currently  lack  sufficient 
capacity. 

Consequently,  the  above  options  were  dropped  from  further  consideration 
in  the  EIS. 

Denial  of  One  or  More  of  the  Proposed  Treatment  Plants 

Another  possible  scenario  under  the  "denial  of  treatment  plants"  would  be 
the  denial  of  one  or  more  of  the  proposed  plants  or  the  alternative  plant 
sites.  This  is  a  real  possibility  which  could  occur  if  there  were 
adverse  environmental  or  social  impacts  which  could  be  avoided  by  such  a 
denial . 

The  Proposed  Action  constitutes  a  "worst-case"  or  maximized  development 
and  implementation  impacts  analysis  of  various  companies’  proposals. 
Denial  of  specific  plant  proposals  would  result  in  fewer  total  impacts. 
The  EIS  addresses  impacts  of  the  various  proposed  projects  which  make  up 
the  Proposed  Action. 

Because  the  various  portions  of  the  Proposed  Action  are  analyzed 
separately,  sufficient  analysis  is  provided  in  the  EIS  to  allow  selection 
of  parts  or  denial  of  parts  of  the  Proposed  Action,  thus  no  further 
analysis  of  this  scenario  is  necessary. 

ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED  BUT  ELIMINATED 
Treatment  Plant  Siting  Scenarios 

As  part  of  their  applications  to  the  BLM,  Quasar,  Exxon,  and 
Northwest /Mobil  each  presented  a  proposed  treatment  plant  site  and  two 
alternative  sites. 

Various  combinations  of  these  sites  would  yield  over  30  possible 
development  scenarios,  each  processing  2.8  billion  cfd  of  sour  gas. 

Since  it  was  not  practical  to  analyze  each  of  these  scenarios  in  detail, 
certain  alternatives  were  identified  by  the  agencies  and  applicants  which 
would  provide  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  potential  impacts. 
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The  results  of  initial  air  quality  modeling  conducted  by  Environmental 
Research  and  Technology,  Inc.  (ERT)  indicated  that  Quasar’s  production 
capacity  of  1.2  billion  cfd  at  the  East  and  West  Dry  Basin  sites  would 
violate  air  quality  standards  (PSD  for  SO2).  Since  the  intent  of 
alternatives  is  to  reduce  various  impacts  identified  for  the  Proposed 
Action,  an  alternative  which  violated  air  quality  standards  was  not 
deemed  appropriate.  Thus,  in  addition  to  the  Proposed  Action  (Quasar  at 
East  Dry  Basin)  only  alternatives  which  located  Quasar  at  the  Buckhorn 
site  were  considered.  The  Buckhorn  Alternative  locates  Quasar  and  Exxon 
at  their  first  alternative  sites. 

Potential  significant  impacts  to  big  game  winter  range  were  predicted  for 
development  in  the  Dry  Basin  area.  Thus,  an  alternative  which  located 
all  plant  sites  outside  of  the  Dry  Basin  area  was  desired.  The  Shute 
Creek  Alternative  not  only  satisfies  this  objective,  but  also  allows 
analysis  of  maximum  development  in  the  southern  part  of  the  project  area. 

Finally,  an  alternative  which  located  all  development  in  the  northern 
portions  of  the  project  area  (near  Big  Piney)  was  deemed  necessary  to 
give  a  wide  range  of  alternatives  for  analysis.  The  Northern  alternative 
was  identified  so  that  this  combination  of  potential  impacts  could  be 
assessed . 

Other  combinations  of  plant  sites  were  reviewed  and  eliminated  from 
detailed  study  because  it  was  felt  that  they  would  duplicate  situations 
which  would  be  analyzed  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  three  primary 
alternatives. 

Multiwell  Directional  Drilling 

As  an  alternative  to  development  of  the  well  field  using  vertical  wells 
drilled  from  single  sites,  Exxon  has  proposed  to  evaluate  development  of 
the  field  using  multi-well  sites,  locating  up  to  four  wellheads  at  a  well 
site  and  drilling  directional  holes  to  reach  the  producing  zone  at  the 
appropriate  depth  and  spacing  location.  In  order  to  fully  evaluate  the 
feasibility  of  directional  drilling,  Exxon  plans  to  drill  several  test 
wells  in  the  near  future.  The  directional  drilling  program  would  then  be 
evaluated,  and  a  decision  made  regarding  its  use. 

Geological  constraints  have  a  substantial  impact  on  whether  wells  can  be 
directionally  drilled.  The  technical  feasibility  of  directional  drilling 
in  the  Riley  Ridge  area  has  not  been  demonstrated.  While  it  may  be 
practical  at  certain  locations  in  the  well  field,  too  little  information 
is  available  to  apply  directional  drilling  on  a  project-wide  basis. 

Based  on  the  feasibility  of  directional  drilling  and  conflicts  identified 
in  the  senstivity  analysis,  this  alternative  will  be  imposed  as 
mitigation  by  the  Authorized  Officer,  where  necessary. 
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Project  Component  or  Process  Alternatives 


In  developing  the  Proposed  Action,  the  applicants  reviewed  many 
alternatives  for  project  components  and  processes.  Those  which  have  not 
been  presented  as  a  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  an  alternative  were 
dropped  from  detailed  considerations.  These  alternatives  and  other 
reasons  for  eliminating  them  are  summarized  below. 

1.  Treatment  Plant  Sites 

A  site  adjacent  to  the  Opal  Gasoline  Plant  was  rejected  by 

Northwest  prior  to  filing  its  application  because  of  topography 

and  the  fact  that  the  plants  would  not  be  compatible. 

2.  Sour  Gas  Treatment 

a.  Gas  separation  alternatives.  Exxon  evaluated  five  chemical 
solvents,  two  physical  solvents,  one  hybrid  solvent,  and  two 
physical  processes.  All  were  rejected  by  Exxon  prior  to 
filing  its  application  for  process  reasons. 

b.  Tail  gas  cleanup  alternatives.  An  Amoco  CBA  sulfur  recovery 
unit  was  evaluated  and  rejected  by  Exxon  prior  to  filing 

its  application  because  it  can  only  achieve  a  98.6  percent 
recovery  of  sulfur  in  the  tail  gas. 

3.  Water  Supply 

a.  Big  Sandy  Salinity  Project  (all  applicants).  Water  would 
not  be  available  in  time  to  supply  the  developing  gas 
treatment  plants.  Plant  operation  would  begin  in  late  1985 
to  early  1986,  while  Big  Sandy  water  would  not  be  available 
until  about  1989. 

b.  Groundwater  for  Craven  Creek  plant  (Northwest).  Sufficient 
yield  for  the  plant  would  be  uncertain. 

c.  Hams  Fork  water  for  Craven  Creek  plant  (Northwest). 

Sufficient  water  rights  not  available. 

4.  Sulfur  Transport 

a.  Sulfur  pipeline  from  Craven  Creek  plant.  A  pipeline  was 
rejected  by  Northwest  prior  to  filing  its  application  due  to 
the  proximity  of  the  site  to  an  existing  railroad. 

b.  Long-term  truck  transport  over  haul  road.  Rejected  by  Exxon 
prior  to  filing  its  application  due  to  inefficiencies. 

c.  Sulfur  stockpile  on  plant  site.  Rejected  by  Exxon  prior  to 
filing  its  application  due  to  inefficiencies. 


20 


IV.  MANAGEMENT  CONSIDERATIONS 


AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY 

Several  concerns  about  the  Riley  Ridge  Project  were  raised  during  the 
public  scoping  meetings  held  in  Cheyenne,  Kemmerer,  Pinedale,  and  Big 
Piney,  Wyoming  on  November  2,  3,  4,  and  5,  1981,  respectively,  and 
through  the  mail-in  comments  in  July  of  1982.  The  results  of  these 
comments  were  summarized  in  a  document  entitled  Public  Concerns  and  Scope 
of  the  EIS.  The  draft  EIS  was  filed  with  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  on  May  20,  1983,  and  announced  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
Thursday,  May  26,  1983. 

During  the  60-day  public  comment  period  (May  20  to  July  19,  1983),  BLM 
and  FS  conducted  four  formal  public  hearings  to  solicit  comments  on  the 
draft  EIS.  The  BLM  and  FS  also  received  44  letters  addressing  the  draft 
EIS  during  the  public  comment  period.  The  most  significant  issues  raised 
during  the  scoping  and  in  the  comments  concerned  socioeconomics, 
wildlife,  air  quality,  and  health  and  safety. 

The  socioeconomic  effects  to  communities  and  the  people  within  the  study 
area  from  project  activities  (construction  personnel,  etc.)  was 
identified  as  a  significant  issue  and  concern.  The  area  has  experienced 
boom-type  growth  in  the  past  from  energy  development  and  is  thus 
sensitive  to  any  similar  future  developments. 

The  effects  to  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat  (especially  within  the  well 
field)  are  a  major  concern  to  the  FS,  BLM,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(FWS),  Wyoming  Department  of  Game  and  Fish,  and  the  general  public. 
Hunting  is  an  important  recreational  activity  in  Wyoming.  The  well  field 
lies  in  an  area  which  is  critical  range  (wintering  areas,  calving  areas, 
etc.)  for  elk,  deer,  pronghorn  (antelope),  and  moose.  Development  of  all 
types  has  reduced  the  amount  of  winter  range  for  big  game.  Feedgrounds 
have  been  utilized  to  compensate  for  lost  habitat;  however,  the  quantity 
and  quality  of  big  game  herds  has  been  affected.  The  well  field  area 
encompasses  one  of  the  last  natural  wintering  areas  in  the  Upper  Green 
River  Valley  for  elk. 

Air  quality,  concerns  were  expressed  by  the  BLM,  FS,  National  Park 
Service,  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  and  general  public.  The 
project  area  is  located  in  a  region  of  western  Wyoming  where  air  quality 
is  good  and  relatively  unaffected  by  industrial  development.  The  major 
exception  to  this  is  in  the  trona  mining  area  near  Green  River,  Wyoming. 
Concerns  were  generally  related  to  reductions  in  air  quality  in  national 
parks  and  wilderness  areas  (Class  I)  and  in  the  general  project  area 
(Class  II)  to  reductions  in  visibility  in  national  parks  and  wilderness 
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areas,  and  to  the  effects  of  acid  deposition  on  air  quality  related 
values  in  the  Bridger  Wilderness  to  the  east  of  the  proposed  gas 
treatment  plants. 

Effects  to  human  health  and  safety  from  the  release  of  hydrogen  sulfide 
(H2S)  gas  is  an  issue  to  the  general  public  and  the  agencies.  The 
natural  gas,  as  taken  from  the  wells,  contains  a  small  percentage  of 
H2S  which  is  toxic.  Potential  areas  where  hazards  from  H2S  are 
possible  are  wells,  pipelines,  and  at  the  plants.  Final  locations  of 
sour  gas  pipelines  must  consider  health  and  safety  factors. 


MAJOR  IMPACT  CONCLUSIONS 

Western  Wyoming  is  currently  undergoing  a  change  from  an  area 
characterized  by  rangeland  and  wilderness  to  one  experiencing  industrial 
growth  and  active  exploration  and  development  of  oil  and  gas  reserves  and 
other  energy  and  non-energy  commodities.  This  trend  is  having  many 
beneficial  and  adverse  effects  on  the  human  and  natural  environments  of 
the  area.  Positive  impacts  include  increased  employment  and  increased 
local  revenue.  Revenues  directly  related  to  resource  extraction 
associated  with  the  Riley  Ridge  Project  are  the  state-levied  ad  valorem 
and  severance  taxes  and  a  federally  collected  royalty.  The  revenue  to 
Wyoming  from  the  mineral  severance  tax  alone  was  $138  million  in  1981. 

The  result  of  these  revenues  has  been  a  substantial  increase  in  the 
State's  general  fund  and  benefits  to  the  entire  state  and  local 
communities.  The  responses  to  Public  Hearing  comments  provide  further 
discussion  concerning  these  revenues. 

As  with  any  project,  uncertainties  exist  relative  to  the  timing  of 
project  implementation  and  ultimate  size.  For  the  projects  included  in 
the  Riley  Ridge  EIS,  there  is  significant  potential  for  delay  in  project 
implementation.  Although  these  delays  cannot  be  quantified  at  this  time, 
it  is  very  probable  that  several  of  the  proposed  plants  and  the  field 
development  in  support  of  those  plants  could  be  delayed  for  a  period  of 
up  to  five  years. 

The  Riley  Ridge  EIS  Proposed  Action  is  a  "worst-case"  or  maximized 
development  and  implementation  impacts  analysis  for  all  projects  defined 
by  the  applicants  in  their  individual  right-of-way  applications.  If  one 
or  more  of  the  proposed  plants  currently  analyzed  under  the  Proposed 
Action  is  delayed,  the  resulting  impacts  are  anticipated  to  be  less  than 
those  presented.  Since  the  probable  delays  cannot  be  quantified  at  this 
time,  the  reduction  of  impacts  also  cannot  be  quantified. 

The  major  unmitigated  environmental  impacts  of  the  Riley  Ridge  Project 
are  detailed  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Draft  EIS  (DEIS).  A  revised  comparative 
analysis  (Section  2)  is  contained  in  the  final  EIS  (FEIS).  Impacts 
associated  with  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives 
considering  the  committed  mitigation  measures  are  compared  in  this 
section.  However,  there  are  several  major  issues  and  impacts  associated 
with  the  Proposed  Action  which  need  to  be  stressed.  These  are  summarized 
below. 
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Socioeconomics 


The  construction  of  the  Riley  Ridge  Project  would  create  significant, 
potentially  adverse  impacts  in  the  short-term  and  beneficial  impacts  in 
the  long-term.  The  peak  direct  employment  for  nearly  3,000  workers  would 
contribute  to  a  strong  regional  economy  in  Lincoln,  Sublette,  and 
Sweetwater  Counties,  but  place  demands  on  local  governments,  particularly 
Sublette  County,  that  would  far  exceed  their  current  service  capacity  and 
fiscal  capability.  In  the  long  term  the  revenues  accruing  to  affected 
jurisdictions  could  provide  substantial  local  benefits  and  opportunities 
for  enhancing  the  quality  of  life.  While  these  prospects  are  attractive, 
the  short-term  problems  could  create  substantial  hardships  for  newcomers 
and  residents  alike,  due  to  crowding  and  service  shortfalls. 

Wildlife  and  Fisheries 


Several  aspects  of  the  Riley  Ridge  Project  would  result  in  significant 
adverse  impacts  to  wildlife  within  the  study  area.  A  serious  impact 
would  result  from  the  increase  in  human  population  and  accompanying  human 
disturbance  to  wildlife  in  the  form  of  increased  hunting  and  fishing 
pressure.  Increased  game  violations,  harassment,  and  road  kills  would 
also  result  from  the  project.  Another  significant  impact  would  be  the 
disturbance  of  critical  ranges  during  their  season  of  use  and  a  loss  of 
critical  ranges  through  project  development  activities. 

The  project  presents  the  possibility  of  adversely  affecting  streams  in 
the  well  field  area.  Increased  long-term  siltation  coupled  with 
increased  fishing  pressure,  altered  stream  flows,  and  a  few  accidental 
spills  could  create  sufficient  stress  on  the  existing  fishery  to 
significantly  reduce  its  future  value.  Special  concern  is  held  for  the 
native  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout. 

Health  and  Safety 


The  probability  of  a  well  blowout  or  a  pipeline  rupture  is  critical  in 
determining  the  effects  to  humans  from  the  presence  of  H2S  gas. 

Because  the  gas  is  extremely  toxic^  the  frequency  of  an  accident  and 
dispersion  of  the  gas  is  critical.  Analysis  for  the  project  has 
indicated  that  there  would  be  a  potential  for  2.3  well  blowouts 
associated  with  drilling  and  production  operation  during  the  lifetime  of 
this  project.  Individuals  within  one-half  mile  of  a  well  blowout  could 
be  subjected  to  lethal  levels  of  at  least  1,000  parts/million  H2S, 
individuals  within  1  to  2  miles  could  be  subject  to  significant  doses  of 
H2S;  i.e.,  doses  that  would  cause  human  discomfort. 

Based  on  the  pipeline  rupture  analysis,  it  was  concluded  that  in  any  year 
there  is  about  a  7  percent  chance  that  ruptures  would  occur  in  the 
gathering  system,  but  there  is  only  about  a  1  percent  chance  that  a  trunk 
line  would  rupture.  The  size  of  the  ruptured  pipeline  would  determine 
the  potential  impact  on  humans.  The  rupture  of  a  4-inch  pipeline  would 
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not  result  in  lethal  H2S  doses  to  people  in  towns  or  traveling 
established  routes,  while  the  rupture  of  a  12-inch  pipeline  or  an  18  to 
26-inch  pipeline  could  cause  lethal  doses  to  individuals  within  1  to  3 
miles,  respectively. 

Based  on  modeling  results  with  the  implementation  of  mitigation  measures, 
populated  areas  (such  as  Big  Piney  and  LaBarge)  and  sensitive  receptors 
(such  as  isolated  ranches  and  industrial  sites)  in  the  study  area  would  be 
at  minimum  (less  than  3  in  100,000)  risk  of  exposure  to  significant  levels 
of  H2S  from  a  trunk  line  rupture. 

Water  Resources 


Impacts  to  water  resources  are  difficult  to  assess  because  of  data  gaps 
relating  to  ( ^characteristics  of  the  surface  and  groundwater  systems, 
(2)the  frequency  of  events  (leaks,  ruptures,  other  failures)  affecting 
water  resources,  and  ( 3 Engineering  details  on  the  applicant's  waste  water 
disposal  systems.  While  quantification  is  not  possible,  significant 
impacts  on  water  resources  are  expected  to  occur  during  the  life  of  the 
project.  In  order  to  reduce  potential  impacts,  mitigation  measures  have 
been  developed  but  additional  environmental  analysis  and  monitoring  will 
be  required.  The  project  will  also  have  to  comply  with  the  permit 
requirements  of  the  State  of  Wyoming. 

Air  Quality 

While  significant  air  quality  impacts  were  predicted  from  the  operation  of 
the  Riley  Ridge  Project,  all  companies  would  be  required  to  comply  with 
the  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  (PSD)  Class  II  increment  for 
sulfur  dioxide  (SO2)  and  the  Wyoming  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard 
(WAAQS)  for  hydrogen  sulfide  (H2S).  There  would  be  no  exceedances  of 
the  PSD  Class  I  standards.  Significant  odor  impacts  resulting  from 
releases  of  small  amounts  of  H2S  would  occur  near  the  East  Dry  Basin 
plant  site  but  would  not  affect  populated  areas. 

Soils  and  Vegetation 


The  Riley  Ridge  Project  would  disturb  approximately  12,115  acres  of  soils 
and  vegetation  during  construction  and  3,620  acres  during  operation.  641 
acres,  or  5  percent,  would  remain  in  roads  and  railroads  after 
abandonment.  In  assessing  significant  impacts,  it  has  been  assumed  that 
the  Erosion  Control,  Revegetation,  and  Restoration  Guidelines  (Attachment 
B.7)  would  be  successfully  implemented  and  that  soils  would  be  stabilized 
within  5  years  following  construction  or  abandonment.  No  signficant 
impacts  to  soils  are  anticipated.  About  63  acres  of  riparian  vegetation 
would  be  disturbed  by  well  field  access  roads  and  the  sulfur  loadout 
during  project  operation,  and  this  long-term  disturbance  is  considered  a 
significant  impact. 
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Visual  Resources 


The  project  as  proposed  would  substantially  alter  the  visual  character  of 
much  of  the  project  area.  It  would  contribute  to  a  continued  progression 
from  a  predominantly  natural  landscape  to  one  that  is  man-dominated.  Most 
affected  would  be  the  well  field  and  lands  crossed  by  the  molten  sulfur 
pipeline . 

Cultural  Resources 

Construction  and  operation  of  the  Riley  Ridge  Project  would  cause  both 
direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  cultural  resources  in  the  study  area.  A 
Class  III  (100  percent)  survey  of  each  area  to  be  disturbed  will  be 
conducted  prior  to  construction  to  determine  the  actual  resources  present 
and  the  potential  impacts  to  those  resources.  Less  than  5  percent  of  the 
study  area  has  been  previously  surveyed. 

Recreation 


During  the  years  when  the  construction  workforce  would  be  at  its  peak,  the 
quality  of  recreation  experiences  available  in  the  area  would  be 
significantly  impacted.  The  long-term  prospects,  however,  would  be  much 
more  favorable  and  all  affected  groups,  newcomers,  long-time  residents, 
and  temporary  visitors,  would  be  able  to  enjoy  the  area's  many  recreation 
opportunities. 

Wilderness 

Both  short-term  and  long-term  significant  impacts  to  wilderness-related 
values  would  occur  to  the  following  areas:  Bridger  Wilderness,  Scab  Creek 
Instant  Study  Area,  Lake  Mountain  Wilderness  Study  Area,  and  high  density 
use  corridors  of  the  Popo  Agie  Primitive  Area  and  Teton  Wilderness. 

Impacts  would  be  primarily  attributed  to  anticipated  increases  in 
visitation.  The  ability  of  the  wilderness  resources  to  absorb  social, 
physical,  and  biological  impacts  would  likely  be  exceeded.  Wilderness 
related  values  could  be  significantly  impaired  by  severely  diminishing  the 
quality  of  user  experiences  through  increased  visitation.  Potential 
impacts  of  one  air  quality  related  value  (AQRV),  water  quality  related  to 
acid  deposition  in  high  mountain  lakes,  has  been  determined  to  be 
significant . 

Agriculture/Grazing 


Impacts  to  agriculture  and  grazing  would  be  generally  insignificant. 
Significant  impacts  due  to  loss  of  forage,  however,  would  occur  in  5  small 
grazing  allotments  during  construction.  Unquantif iable  but  significant 
impacts  could  also  occur  to  those  ranchers  using  the  Slate  Creek  sheep 
trail.  There  would  be  no  impacts  to  prime  farm  land. 
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Timber 


Impacts  to  timber  would  be  generally  favorable  due  to  project  construction 
of  new  access  roads  that  would  reduce  the  costs  of  timber  harvesting  in 
otherwise  remote  and  previously  inaccessible  areas. 

Transportation 

In  the  summers  of  peak  development,  construction  activities  plus 
anticipated  recreational  travel  would  create  traffic  volumes  that  would 
lead  to  traffic  congestion  and  traffic  slowing  in  and  around  Kemmerer, 
Opal,  LaBarge,  Big  Piney,  and  Marbleton  during  peak  commuter  hours.  While 
these  would  not  be  so  severe  as  to  disrupt  emergency  services  (police, 
fire,  and  ambulance)  they  could  be  annoying  to  the  resident  public  and 
perceived  as  a  degradation  in  the  quality  of  life  in  the  area.  These 
impacts  would  only  be  temporary,  however.  Once  construction  is  completed, 
traffic  volumes  due  to  the  proposed  project  would  decrease  substantially. 

Land  Use 

The  principal  land  use  conflicts  of  the  proposed  project  are  with  the 
planning  objectives  of  the  federal  land  management  agencies  to  locate 
linear  facilities  such  as  transmission  lines  and  pipelines  in  common 
corridors.  Except  for  conflicts  with  Sublette  County  zoning,  which  would 
probably  be  dealt  with  administratively  for  many  areas  affected  by  the 
project,  existing  land  use  plans  encourage  the  type  of  development  that  is 
proposed . 

Noise 

Noise  impacts  would  be  localized  but  significant  during  construction  due 
to  heavy  truck  traffic.  Residences  and  businesses  within  one-half  mile  of 
U.S.  189,  U.S.  30,  and  S.R.  240  would  be  most  affected. 

DECISION  RATIONALE 

Having  congnizance  of  the  above  concerns  the  following  management 
considerations  were  key  in  the  decision  to  authorize  the  selected  Riley 
Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project  right-of-way  permits  and  leases. 

Well  Field 


Leaseholders  must  be  given  their  legal  right  to  develop  their  various 
leases.  Thus,  the  Federal  Government  (BLM  and  FS)  is  obliged  to  approve 
or  disapprove  APD  actions  for  the  active  federal  gas  leases. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  does  not  have  the  power  to  totally  deny  APDs 
strictly  on  environmental  grounds.  Site-specific  APDs,  however,  can  be 
denied  on  environmental  grounds,  but  drilling  must  be  allowed  at  some 
reasonable  location  on  the  lease,  with  reasonable  mitigation  measures. 
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To  insure  that  the  purpose  and  intent  of  NEPA  is  met  and  complied  with  in 
well  field  development,  the  BLM  and  FS,  in  conjunction  with  the 
preparation  of  the  EIS,  also  developed  a  "Well  Field  Sensitivity  Analysis 
System"  technical  report.  The  objective  of  the  sensitivity  analysis 
system  is  to:  (1)  identify  sensitive  and  critical  resources  in  the  field; 
(2)  identify  potential  conflicts;  (3)  develop  solutions  and  mitigation 
measures  to  aid  agencies  in  processing  APDs;  and  (4)  to  provide  a  system 
that  can  be  used  for  the  management  and  monitoring  of  the  well  field 
throughout  its  life. 

The  BLM  and  FS  are  committed  to  ensuring  that  APD  authorizations  are  based 
upon  and  supported  by  the  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project  EIS,  the  Well 
Field  Sensitivity  Analysis  System  and  that  they  comply  with  all  standard 
procedures  and  requirements  to  mitigate  potential  impacts.  In  furtherance 
of  this  commitment,  the  BLM  and  FS  have  developed  the  APD  Environmental 
Reference  Report  and  Decision  Record  procedure  described  in  Attachment  D. 

Treatment  Plants 


1.  Management  considerations  paramount  in  the  selection  of  the  treatment 
plant  locations  were  as  follows: 

a.  Socioeconomics 

Because  Lincoln  County  is  stronger  in  terms  of  fiscal  condition  than 
Sublette  County,  it  would  be  better  prepared  to  deal  with  the  growth 
that  would  be  associated  with  project  development. 

The  alternative  was  approved  because  of  the  overwhelming  support  by 
county  (Lincoln,  Sweetwater,  and  Sublette)  and  local  (Kemmerer, 
Diamondville,  LaBarge,  Big  Piney,  Pinedale,  and  Rock  Springs) 
governments,  and  the  general  public.  They  support  this  alternative 
because  it  would  locate  the  treatment  plants  between  Lincoln  and 
Sublette  Counties  to  provide  the  most  balanced  distribution  of  growth. 

b.  Wildlife  and  Fisheries 

Increased  human  population  and  its  related  impacts,  (e.g.  legal  and 
illegal  hunting  and  fishing,  wildlife  harassment,  road  kills,  and 
unintentional  disturbance,  etc.),  would  be  less  with  the  modified 
Shute  Creek  Alternative.  This  alternative  allows  a  more  even 
distribution  of  increased  population  within  the  study  area.  It  would 
however,  result  in  increased  impacts  to  deer  and  antelope  critical 
winter  range  at  East  Dry  Basin.  This  tradeoff  is  preferred  when 
compared  to  having  a  sour  gas  pipeline,  sulfur  pipeline,  and  power 
transmission  line  crossing  the  Green  River.  This  would  significantly 
affect  fisheries  in  the  event  of  a  rupture,  and  waterfowl,  eagles, 
whooping  crane,  etc.,  through  collision  with  the  powerline. 
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Because  the  East  Dry  Basin  Plant  location  would  permanently  (30-50 
years)  eliminate  640  acres  of  critical  deer  and  antelope  winter  range, 
Quasar  would  be  required  to  investigate  and  evaluate  the  potential  for 
mitigating  the  loss  of  critical  winter  range.  This  will  be  conducted 
in  cooperation  with  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  and  the  BLM.  All 
reasonable  methods  of  mitigation  shall  be  summarized  in  a  mitigation 
plan,  which  will  include  a  description  of  the  methods,  implementation, 
and  monitoring,  and  shall  be  included  as  part  of  Quasar’s  Construction 
and  Use  (CU)  Plan  for  the  treatment  plant  for  approval  by  the 
Authorized  Officer. 

c.  Air  Quality 

Combined  SO2  impacts  would  be  the  least  for  this  alternative.  Odor 
impacts  would  be  next  to  the  lowest.  Some  residences  may  experience 
odor-causing  levels  (6.5  to  10  parts/million)  of  H2S  within  a  4-mile 
radius  of  the  East  Dry  Basin  plant.  The  Buckhorn  plant  site  is  the 
only  alternative  site  to  offer  less  impact  from  odor.  However,  if  a 
market  for  CO2  is  found,  no  odor  problem  should  exist  (90  percent  of 
the  odor  problem  is  due  to  the  venting  of  CO2  which  contains 
approximately  10  parts/million  H2S). 

d.  Recreation 

Through  the  more  even  distribution  of  human  population  growth, 
recreation  use  patterns  would  create  less  impact. 

e.  Health  and  Safety 

Since  potential  release  of  H2S  is  proportional  to  the  length  of  the 
sour  gas  trunk  lines,  this  alternative  would  pose  the  highest 
potential  impact.  However,  by  applying  the  mitigation  specified  in 
Mitigation  Measure  H-4  the  risk  of  H2S  exposure  is  comparable  to 
those  of  the  other  alternatives. 

f.  Soils 

Due  to  the  highly  critical  watershed  problem  that  exists  in  the  area 
between  the  Green  River  and  the  Buckhorn  plant  site,  the  East  Dry 
Basin  plant  site  is  preferred.  Construction  of  a  sour  gas  trunk  line, 
sulfur  pipeline,  power  transmission  line,  and  access  road  to  the 
Buckhorn  site  would  cause  increased  erosion  and  sedimentation  into  the 
Green  River,  as  well  as  intensify  the  problem  of  plugging  the  existing 
irrigation  canal  and  spreading  alluvial  material  over  hay  and  pasture 
land.  These  disturbances  would  be  avoided  by  locating  the  treatment 
plant  at  East  Dry  Basin. 
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2.  East  Dry  Basin  approval  would  be  subject  to  satisfying  the  following 
concerns  prior  to  granting: 

a.  Since  American  Quasar  has  announced  that  there  will  be  an 
indefinite  delay  in  their  project  plans,  cumulative  impacts  associated 
with  the  Riley  Ridge  Project  and  other  project  developments  must  be 
reevaluated  prior  to  granting.  This  is  required  to  determine  if  the 
federal  actions  requested  by  Quasar  are  still  within  the  parameters 
considered  in  the  EIS. 

b.  In  three  to  five  years  the  transportation  situation  may  completely 
change.  Plant  sites,  sulfur  loadout  terminals,  etc.,  not  feasible 
today  may  be  entirely  so  in  a  few  years. 


c.  Because  of  the  environmental  concerns  associated  with  the  East  Dry 
Basin,  West  Dry  Basin  and  Buckhorn  area  in  general,  a  need  to 
reevaluate  each  location  to  determine  if  the  East  Dry  Basin  site  is 
the  most  suitable  has  been  recommended.  The  identified  environmental 
concerns  are  as  follows: 


o  East  Dry  Basin  provides  critical  deer  and  antelope  winter  range. 

o  A  plant  at  East  Dry  Basin  would  cause  some  residences  to 

experience  odor-causing  levels  (6.5  to  10  parts/million)  of  H2S 
within  a  4-mile  radius  of  the  plant. 

o  A  plant  at  Buckhorn  would  require  crossing  the  Green  River  with  a 
sour  gas  pipeline,  molton  sulfur  pipeline  and  power  transmission 
line  potentially  affecting  fisheries,  waterfowl,  eagles,  whooping 
crane,  etc. 

o  Buckhorn  site  access  would  cause  the  disturbance  of  highly 

erodible  soils  between  the  Green  River  and  the  plant  site  which 
would  accelerate  the  siltation  of  irrigation  ditches,  adjacent  hay 
fields  and  the  Green  River., 

o  West  Dry  Basin  is  not  classified  as  critical  winter  range. 

o  The  West  Dry  Basin  site  is  7-miles  west  of  East  Dry  Basin  site  and 
thus  should  not  subject  residences  to  odor  causing  levels  of  H2S. 

o  Placing  the  proposed  Quasar  plant  (1.2  billion  cfd  production 
capacity)  at  West  Dry  Basin  would  violate  air  quality  standards. 

A  reduction  in  plant  production  capacity  could  meet  air  quality 
standards. 

Trunk  Lines 

Sour  gas  trunk  line  siting  is  largely  a  function  of  the  well  field 
gathering  system  terminus  and  the  treatment  plant  locations.  With  these 
two  points  determined  trunk  line  routing  and  alignment  is  concerned  with 
(1)  health  and  safety  and  (2)  selecting  an  alignment  that  will  cause  the 
least  environmental  impact. 
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1.  Health  and  Safety 


Health  and  safety  considerations  are  related  primarily  to  public  and 
worker  exposure  to  hydrogen  sulfide  gas  (H2S)  in  excess  of 
acceptable  levels. 

Health  and  safety  impacts  from  H2S  releases  would  be  considered 
significant  if  exposure  is  likely  to  impair  the  sense  of  smell, 
irritate  the  eyes,  or  affect  respiration.  Exposure  to  100 
parts/million  H2S  for  15  minutes  is  likely  to  cause  these  levels  of 
discomfort,  but  is  generally  recognized  to  be  a  sublethal  dose. 
Exposure  to  250-500  parts/million  H2S  for  two  minutes  or  less  may 
also  cause  similar  degrees  of  olfactory,  visual,  or  respiratory 
distress,  and  may  also  be  lethal  to  unusually  sensitive  individuals. 

Of  greater  concern,  one  which  goes  well  beyond  the  question  of  Health 
and  Safety  'significance'  is  the  possibility  of  lethal  doses. 

Exposure  to  1,000  parts/million  of  H2S,  even  for  an  instant,  is 
generally  taken  to  be  a  lethal  dosage  unless  immediate  measures  are 
taken  to  revive  the  victim. 

Therefore,  persons  located  beyond  the  extent  of  the  500  parts/million, 
instantaneous  concentration  or  the  100  parts/million,  15-minute 
average  concentration  (whichever  is  farther)  are  considered  to  be 
outside  the  region  of  significant  impacts.  Nothwithstanding  numerous 
safety  measures  for  the  pipeline  system,  it  is  nevertheless  possible 
that  a  pipeline  rupture  may  occur.  Historical  data  on  sour  gas  lines 
in  Alberta,  Canada,  and  on  sweet  gas  lines  in  the  United  States 
support  a  rupture  probability  estimate  of  0.0002  ruptures  per  pipeline 
mile-year  (or  one  rupture  per  5,000  mile-years).  Historical  data  also 
suggest  that  ruptures  occur  more  frequently  in  smaller  pipes  and  in 
older  pipes. 

These  probabilities  show  that  there  is  a  greater  likelihood  of  a 
rupture  in  the  gathering  system  than  in  the  trunk  lines,  because  there 
are  more  miles  of  pipeline  in  the  gathering  system.  In  any  year  there 
is  about  a  7  percent  chance  that  one  or  more  ruptures  would  occur  in 
the  gathering  system,  but  there  is  only  about  a  1  percent  chance  that 
a  trunk  line  would  rupture.  However,  the  possibility  of  a  trunk  line 
rupture  is  the  more  important  concern,  for  the  following  reasons. 

There  are  numerous  differences  between  gathering  pipeline  systems  and 
trunk  lines.  Gathering  pipeline  systems  would  generally  be  located  in 
sparsely  populated  areas  whereas  trunk  lines  would  pass  closer  to 
local  communities.  Gathering  systems  would  generally  be  constructed 
of  smaller  diameter  pipes,  and  the  block  valve  spacing  for  gathering 
lines  is  usually  less  than  for  trunk  lines.  Therefore,  if  a  rupture 
were  to  occur, the  mass  of  gas  released  would  be  less  from  a  gathering 
pipeline  than  from  a  trunk  line. 

Health  and  safety  impacts  would  be  mitigated  by  revised  mitigation 
measure  H-4 .  This  measure  requires  that  no  sour  gas  trunk  line  be 
located  closer  than  1  mile  to  populated  areas  or  sensitive  receptors. 
The  measure  will  reduce  the  probability  of  significant  H2S  exposure 
to  less  than  3  in  100,000.  It  will  require  the  location  of  the  trunk 
lines  away  from  sensitive  areas. 
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Due  to  the  distance  restriction  on  sour  gas  pipeline  location  to 
receptors,  alignment  of  two  24  to  30  inch  pipelines  across  LaBarge 
Creek  in  the  vicinity  of  the  applicants’  proposal  will  not  be  possible 
without  (1)  consumating  a  receptor  (residence)  purchase  agreement  for 
the  two  residences  in  the  NE  1/4  NE  1/4,  section  22,  T.  26  N.,  R.  113 

W. ;  and  obtaining  a  variance  for  the  receptor  in  NW  1/4  SE  1/4, 

section  14,  T.  26  N.,  R.  113  W. ,  and  the  receptor  in  NE  1/4  NE  1/4, 

section  26,  T.  26  N. ,  R.  113  W.  ;  or  (2)  consumating  a  purchase 

agreement  for  the  receptor  in  the  SW  1/4  SW  1/4,  section  22,  T.  26  N., 
R.  113  W. ,  and  variances  for  the  receptors  in  each  the  NE  1/4  NE  1/4, 
section  22,  and  the  NW  1/4  SE  1/4,  section  28,  T.  26  N.,  R.  113  W. 

If  neither  of  the  above  two  options  can  be  satisfied,  there  is  only 
one  pipeline  routing  option  left,  which  is  along  the  east  toe  of  the 
Hogsback  crossing  LaBarge  Creek  at  the  narrows  in  sections  19  and  30, 
of  T.  26  N.,  R.  113  W.  One  variance  would  have  to  be  obtained  in 
accordance  with  Health  and  Safety  Measure  H-4,  for  the  receptor  in  NW 
1/4  SW  1/4,  section  21,  T.  26  N.,  R.  113  W. 

2.  Sour  Gas  Pipeline  Alignment 

Selecting  an  alignment  that  will  cause  the  least  environmental  impact 
includes  application  of  the  required  federal  and  applicant  mitigation 
measures,  the  erosion  control,  revegetation  and  restoration 
guidelines,  and  the  committed  federal  measures,  developed  through  the 
EIS  process  (see  Attachment  B). 

Pipeline  location  will,  wherever  feasible  and  reasonable,  (1)  utilize 
existing  corridors;  (2)  minimize  visual  intrusion;  (3)  avoid  historic 
trails;  and  (4)  apply  required  measures  to  minimize  increased 
sedimentation  at  all  stream  crossings. 

Sales  Gas  Pipelines 


Rationale  is  as  presented  in  Section  II,  Sales  Gas  Pipelines. 
Carbon  Dioxide  (CO2)  Gas  Pipelines 

Rationale  is  as  presented  in  Section  II,  CO2  Gas  Pipelines. 
Sulfur  Transport  and  Loadout  Facility 


The  Agency  decision  for  transporting  sulfur  produced  at  the  East  Dry  Basin 
plant  is  by  molten  sulfur  pipeline.  The  reason  for  selecting  this  method 
over  a  railroad  spur  was  essentially  due  to  length.  The  sulfur  pipeline 
would  be  approximately  54  miles  long  while  the  railroad  spur  would  be 
approximately  92  miles  long.  Because  of  the  additional  length,  the  rail 
spur  would  disturb  additional  riparian  vegetation  and  sensitive 
rehabilitation  units.  Because  of  its  two  crossings  of  the  Green  River  the 
rail  spur  would  cause  increased  temporary  sedimentation  of  the  river  and 
stream  crossings.  The  acreage  permanently  removed  from  production  by  the 
rail  spur  is  279  acres,  or  a  174  acre  increase  over  the  sulfur  pipeline. 
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The  molten  sulfur  pipeline  would  cause  an  increase  in  the  miles  of 
significant  and  highly  significant  visual  impact,  specifically  11.5  and 
14.25  respectively  versus  2  and  4  respectively  for  the  rail  spur.  In 
addition,  because  the  proposed  location  would  parallel  the  Sublette  Cutoff 
Emigrant  Trail,  public  concern  was  raised  and  a  relocation  recommended. 
Also,  because  the  location  of  4  of  the  5  sulfur  drains  are  situated  in 
major  drainage  bottoms  (Sheep  Creek,  Fontenelle  Creek,  Muddy  Creek,  and 
LaBarge  Creek)  the  need  for  further  site  specific  analysis  was  indicated. 

It  is  for  the  above  reasons,  coupled  with  the  fact  that  no  other 
alternative  sulfur  pipeline  routings  were  analyzed,  and  questionable 
current  technology  for  constructing  a  "workable"  54  mile  long  molten 
sulfur  pipeline,  that  the  Agency  Decision  is  to  withhold  action  until 
additional  analysis  is  completed.  Final  action  on  the  sulfur  loadout 
facility  would  be  handled  at  the  same  time. 

Power  Transmission  Lines 


The  Agency  Decision  is  to  approve  the  applicant’s  proposed  power 
transmission  route  over  the  UP&L  and  BLM  routes.  The  reason  for  this  is 
that  the  UP&L  and  BLM  system  would  disturb  significantly  more  acres  of 
sensitive  rehabilitation  units  than  the  Applicant’s  system.  The  UP&L 
system  would  also  disturb  up  to  58  percent  more  cultural  sites  than  the 
Applicant’s  system. 

Treatment  Plant  Mater  Requirements 


No  significant  impacts  were  identified  with  the  water  pipeline  from  the 
Green  River  to  Northwest’s  treatment  plant.  Water  purchase  will  be  from 
the  State  of  Wyoming  and  the  intake  structure  will  have  to  comply  with 
State  standards. 

Employee  Housing 


The  DEIS  Agency  Preferred  Alternative  specified  that  all  applicants  would 
be  required  to  provide  contruction  camps  for  housing  at  all  plant  site 
locations.  The  basis  for  this  is  that: 

1.  Construction  camps  for  employees  and  contractor  housing  would 
reduce  impacts  on  housing. 

2.  Construction  camps  would  reduce  the  amount  of  traffic  on  area 
roadways  and  thus  the  incidence  of  traffic  accidents. 

3.  Construction  camps  would  reduce  the  housing  glut  when  construction 
terminates . 

In  consideration  of  public  comments  received  encouraging  the  placement  of 
construction  camps  within  close  proximity  to  towns,  the  Agency  Decision  is 
to  require  the  applicants  to  provide  costruction  camps.  However,  the 
placement  of  them  (at  the  plant  site  or  close  proximity  to  towns)  will  be 
at  the  applicants  discretion. 
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Gravel,  Riprap,  and  Fill  Materials 


An  estimated  total  of  1,735,110  cubic  yards  of  gravel  and  riprap  will  be 
required  for  well  field  development,  plant  construction  and  road 
construction.  This  material  would  be  obtained  from  the  ROW,  commercial 
sources,  or  lands  adjacent  or  near  the  ROW.  Sources  on  public  lands  may 
be  subject  to  further  environmental  anaysis  at  the  time  they  are 
identified. 
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V.  MITIGATION 


The  mitigation  measures  included  in  this  record  of  decision  (ROD)  are 
specific  requirements  with  which  the  applicants  will  have  to  comply. 
These  requirements  will  be  included,  as  appropriate,  in  the 
applicants'  right-of-way  grants,  approved  APDs,  and  other  permits. 

The  ELM  and  FS  have  committed  to  these  measures  and  are  responsible 
for  their  enforcement.  In  the  event  of  a  delay  in  project 
implementation,  mitigation  measures  will  be  reviewed  by  the  agencies 
at  the  time  of  grant  development  to  ensure  their  applicability  and  to 
ensure  that  all  appropriate  and  necessary  mitigation  measures  are 
applied  as  stipulations.  This  will  prevent  impacts  from  exceeding  the 
worst-case  analyzed  and  mitigated  in  the  EIS.  Implementation  of 

9 

stipulations  will  be  in  a  timely  manner  based  on  the  applicants 
schedule  of  development  activities. 

One  additional  mitigation  measure  (  WF-15)  and  one  modified  mitigation 
measure  (WF-6)  has  been  added  to  those  presented  in  the  DEIS  and 
FEIS .  The  mitigation  measures  are  found  in  Attachment  B  and  are 
divided  as  follows. 


ATTACHMENT  B 


Required  Federal  Measures  and  Applicants'  Standard  Operating 
Procedures  Designed  to  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts. 

B.l  Applicants'  Standard  Operating  Procedures 
B.2  Federal  Regulations:  Terms  and  Conditions 
B.3  Current  Lease  Stipulations  on  Occupancy 
B.4  Well  Field  Oil  and  Gas  Operating  Measures 
B.3  General  Measures 

B.6  Roading  Guidelines  for  Gas  Exploration  and  Development  Within 
the  Riley  Ridge  Project  Area. 

B.7  Erosion  Control,  Revegetation,  and  Restoration  Guidelines 
B.8  Required  Federal  Mitigation  Measures 
B.9  Sour  Gas  Trunk  Line  Mitigation  Measures 
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VI.  MONITORING 


IMPLEMENTATION  TASK  FORCE 

The  BLM  and  FS,  in  light  of  the  magnitude  and  complexity  of  the  Riley 
Ridge  Project,  entered  into  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  in 
September  1983,  for  the  purpose  of  overseeing  implementation  of  the  Riley 
Ridge  Project.  This  includes  review  and  quality  control  of  required 
applicant  plans  for  associated  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and 
termination  of  proposed  facilities  and  well  field  development.  As  part 
of  the  MOU  a  Task  Force  made  up  of  BLM,  FS,  and  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
representatives  would  be.  established .  A  copy  of  the  MOU  is  found  as 
Attachment  A. 

Although  not  specifically  stated  in  the  MOU,  but  implied  in  its  purpose, 
one  paramount  function  of  the  Task  Force  would  be  to  ensure  that 
monitoring  committed  to  is  carried  out.  Included  in  this  responsibility 
is  ensuring  the  development  of  a  BLM  comprehensive  monitoring  plan  which 
i^ill  address  the  scheduling,  implementation,  agent,  applicant 
responsibility  and  costs,  reporting  procedure,  etc.  for  each  of  the 
monitoring  programs  found  in  Appendix  E  of  the  FEIS.  In  addition,  the  CU 
Plan  required  by  each  applicant  for  off-lease  use  authorizations, 
approval  of  which  is  required  prior  to  granting  or  issuing  a  right-of-way 
(FLPMA,  1976,  Sec.  504  (d)),  must  include  a  detailed  description  of  all 
the  maintenance  and  monitoring  that  will  be  performed. 


IDENTIFIED  MONITORING 
Groundwater  Monitoring  -  Appendix  E-l  (FEIS) 

The  collection  of  hydrogeologic  information  and  the  design  of  a 
groundwater  monitoring  program  have  yet  to  be  accomplished.  This  should 
be  conducted  in  conjunction  with  involved  state  and  federal  agencies 
including  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  U.S. 
Forest  Service,  Wyoming  State  Engineer,  Wyoming  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation 
Commission,  and  the  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality. 

The  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  has  identified 
requirements  for  project  implementation  which  are  dependent  upon  the 
resolution  of  certain  issues  related  to  water  resources.  These  include 
the  following: 

1.  Potential  impacts  to  water  quality  must  be  adequately  addressed 
and  information  submitted  to  the  Water  Quality  Division  during  the 
permitting  process. 

2.  Any  part  of  the  project  requiring  a  Water  Quality  permit  must 
provide  data  adequate  to  allow  an  evaluation  of  potential  impacts  to 
groundwaters  of  the  state,  prior  to  construction  being  authorized. 
Background  (baseline)  groundwater  qualit}'  must  be  submitted  to  the 
Water  Quality  Division,  adequate  to  characterize  the  groundwater 
wherever  it  might  be  impacted. 
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3.  The  applicant  should  be  making  the  necessary  studies  and 
collecting  data  to  fill  the  data  gaps.  Detailed  information  on 
geology  and  hydrology  is  needed. 

4.  In  addition  to  considerations  on  pages  B-2  and  B-3,of  Attachment 
B,  the  following  may  also  be  required. 

a_  Potentiometr ic  surface  maps; 

_b  Periodic  analyses  and  reporting  of  waste  (injected)  water 

quality,  and  water  quality  of  certain  specified  monitor  wells; 

c_  Periodic  reporting  of  daily  and  maximum  injection  volumes  an 
pressures  as  required  by  any  injection  well  permit  issued  by 
the  Water  Quality  Division; 

d_  Monitoring  of  annulus  pressure  of  any  injection  well  permitted 
by  the  Water  Quality  Division; 

e_  Mechanical  integrity  testing  of  all  waste  injection  wells 
permitted  by  the  Water  Quality  Division. 

f_  Other  Water  Quality  Division  requirements,  depending  on  the 
contents  of  the  application  submitted. 

5.  Water  Quality  Division  requires  waste  disposal  wells  to  be 
constructed  with  tubing  and  packer,  and  the  casing-tubing-packer 
construction  tested  (mechanical  integrity  test)  prior  to  first  use  and 
at  least  once  every  five  years  thereafter.  Casing  is  to  be  cemented 
from  the  surface  to  the  injection  zone;  a  cement  bond  log  is 
recommended  as  an  acceptable  method  to  demostrate  absence  of  channels 
for  fluid  movement  vertically  outside  the  casing. 

6.  Water  Quality  Division  often  requires  ponds  to  Ije  lined,  to 
protect  groundwater. 

7.  Applicant  should  ascertain  which  Water  Quality  Division  permits 
are  required  for  mancamps,  and  obtain  same  before  construction  of 
camps  begins. 

Air  Quality  Pvelated  Values  Action  Plan  -  Appendix  E-2  (FEIS) 


The  Wilderness  Act  (1964)  and  the  Clean  Air  Act  as  amended  in  1977  gives 
the  Forest  Service  responsibility  to  protect  the  wilderness  resource  on 
National  Forest  System  lands  from  man-caused  degradation.  However,  in 
response  to  air  pollution,  action  under  the  Wilderness  Act  could  probably 
be  taken  only  after  an  impact  on  the  wilderness  has  occurred  and 
consequences  may  be  difficult  to  reverse  once  detected. 
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The  action  plan  has  been  developed  to:  (1)  identify  sensitive  receptors, 
if  any,  for  each  air  quality  related  value;  (2)  determine  baseline 
physical,  chemical  and/or  biological  conditions  of  each  identified 
sensitive  receptor;  and  (3)  establish  a  program  to  monitor  any  impact  on 
sensitive  receptors  caused  by  changes  in  air  quality. 

The  action  plan  has  been  designed  to  look  at  not  only  those  impacts  from 
the  Riley  Ridge  projects  but  at  thcrs^  impacts  resulting  from  future  oil 
and  gas  developments. 

Fisheries  and  Surface  Water  Quality  Monitoring  Program  -  Appendix  E-3 
(FEIS) 

1.  Fisheries 

The  fisheries  monitoring  program  will  be  implemented  to  observe 
changes  in  fish  habitat  (including  water  quality)  or  fish  populations 
that  would  be  detrimental  to  the  fishery.  Should  a  change  be 
observed  that  is  linked  to  the  applicant’s  development,  the  applicant 
will  take  corrective  measures  to  eliminate  the  cause.  The  monitorng 
program  will  be  set  up  in  three  major  areas:  (1)  a  site-specific 
monitoring  station;  (2)  three  or  four  long-term  monitoring  stations 
to  observe  cumulative  well  field  development  effects,  and  (3)  annual 
reconnaissance  of  all  applicant-constructed  facilities  to  observe 
changes  that  could  harm  the  fishery.  The  determination  of  the  type 
of  monitoring  program  will  be  made  at  the  time  a  specific  development 
site  is  located. 

2.  Surface  Water 

The  surface  water  monitoring  program  is  primarily  intended  to  detect 
changes  in  water  quality  which  may  affect  aquatic  life.  Additionally, 
the  program  will  detect  changes  from  baseline  conditions  which  may 
indicate  the-  need  for  more  extensive  monitoring.  Sampling  will  be 
supervised  by  the  BLM  or  FS.  Stream  sampling  locations  will  include 
the  four  established  stations  in  the  well  field  on  Fish  Creek,  Beaver 
Creek,  Pine  Grove  Creek,  and  Black  Canyon  Creek  as  well  as  others  that 
may  be  specified  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  These  stations  will 
coincide  with  locations  for  aquatic  monitoring  stations  (Stations  f-1, 
B-l,  PG-1,  BC-1,  see  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Technical  Report). 

Cultural  Resources  Compliance  Guidelines  -  Appendix  E-4  (FEIS) 

It  is  BLM  and  FS  policy  to  protect  cultural  resources  by  avoiding  or 
mitigating  any  adverse  effects  that  may  occur  to  cultural  resources  from 
a  Bureau-authorized  action.  The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Riley  Ridge  Project  stated  that  adverse  impacts  would  occur  to  cultural 
resources.  Therefore  BLM,  Wyoming  State  Office  Manual  8143  Procedures 
for  Avoidance  and/or  Mitigation  of  Effects  on  Cultural  Resources  and 

appropriate  Forest  service  procedures  will  be  followed  for  the  Riley 
Ridge  Project.  The  Cultural  Resources  Compliance  Guidelines  provide  a 
brief  overview  of  work  that  has  been  completed  and  a  guide  to  future  work 
needed  for  compliance  with  historic  preservation  legislation  and  BLM 
policy . 
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Roads  -  Attachment  B.6  (ROD) 


1.  Quality  Control  -  Road  Construction 

The  operator  has  the  responsibility  to  ensure  that  each  road  is 
constructed  according  to  plans  and  specifications  approved  by  the  FS 
or  BLM.  Forest  Service  Standard  Specifications  for  the  Construction 
of  Roads  and  Bridges  shall  be  utilized  to  establish  and  maintain 
construction  standards.  Copies  are  available  from  the  Forest 
Supervisor’s  Office.  The  degree  of  construction  control  should 
complement  the  survey  and  design  methods  utilized.  Lower  standard 
surveys  and  designs  may  require  more  intensive 'ironstruct ion 
engineering  to  assure  an  acceptable  end  product. 

The  FS  or  BLM  will  make  periodic  inspections  to  ensure  that  each  road 
is  properly  constructed,  at  which  time  control  tests  and  charts 
maintained  by  the  operator  shall  be  made  available  for  review.  This 
shall  include  density  tests,  aggregate  gradations,  photographs  showing 
construction  techniques,  daily  diaries,  etc. 

2.  Quality  Control  -  Road  Maintenance 

The  applicant’s  CU  Plan  shall  include  a  maintenance  plan  for  all  roads 
constructed  or  used  by  the  applicant  on  or  off  lease. 

Users  of  forest  development  roads  shall  pay  their  fair  share  of 
maintenance  costs,  and  use  of  forest  roads  will  be  approved  by  FS  road 
permits.  This  includes  roads  which  lead  to  the  area  where  additional 
access  is  needed.  Lessees  may  either  perform  actual  maintenance 
activities  or  pay  cooperative  deposits  as  the  FS  approves.  Before  a 
bond  release  is  signed,  all  road  damage  caused  by  the  user  shall  be 
repaired  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  FS  (this  will  not  apply  to  BLM 
lands ) . 

The  maintenance  plan  should  have  definite  provisions  for  preventing 
undercutting  of  cut  banks  and  the  unnecessary  removal  of  established 
stabilizing  vegetation  on  fill  side  of  road  (operators  should  be  given 
special  instructions). 

Erosion  Control,  Revegetation  and  Restoration  -  Attachment  B.7  (ROD) 


Maintenance  and  Monitoring 

Joint  inspection  of  the  right-of-way  by  the  applicant  and  authorizing 
agency  will  be  conducted  to  monitor  the  success  and  maintenance  of 
erosion  control  measures  and  revegetation  programs  on  disturbed  land  for 
two  growing  seasons,  or  for  a  period  determined  by  the  landowner  on 
private  land,  or  the  authorized  agency  official  on  state  or  federal 
land.  The  monitoring  program  will  identify  problem  areas  and  corrective 
measures  to  ensure  vegetation  cover  and  erosion  control.  Successful 
revegetation  and  erosion  control  will  be  determined  and  certified  by  the 
landowner  or  authorized  agency  official. 
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VII.  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


\ 


The  BLM  and  the  FS  requested  and  received  consultation  from  many 
organizations  and  individuals,  public  and  private,  in  developing  the 
draft  and  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  proposed  Riley 
R.idge  Natural  Gas  Project. 


SCOPING  PROCESS 

Regulations  for  implementing  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (40 
CFR,  Part  1501.7)  require  an  early  and  open  scoping  process.  During 
this  process,  the  scope  of  issues  to  be  analyzed  and  significant 
issues  related  to  the  Proposed  Action  were  identified.  -Information 
obtained  during  the  scoping  process  was  one  of  the  sources  used  to 
determine  significant  impacts  to  be  addressed  in  detail  in  the  EIS. 

Additional  purposes  of  the  scoping  process  were  to  inform  affected 
federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  and  other  interested  persons  about 
the  proposal,  and  to  identify  existing  environmental  reports  and 
information  related  to  the  proposal.  Through  the  scoping  process, 
decision  making  is  enhanced  by  emphasizing  significant  issues  and 
reducing  the  magnitude  of  paperwork  and  the  length  of  the  statement. 

The  details  of  the  public  scoping  meetings  held  during  the  initial 
phases  of  the  environmental  impact  statement  work  are  summarized  in 
Appendix  A  of  the  draft  EIS. 


DRAFT  EIS  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 

The  BLM  and  FS  were  joint  lead  agencies  responsible  for  preparation  of 
the  EIS  for  the  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project.  Cooperating  agencies 
included  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Federal  Energy  Regulatory 
Commission,  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency.  All  of  the  above  mentioned  agencies  provided  written  comments 
on  early  drafts  of  the  EIS  and  the  technical  reports  prior  to 
publication  of  the  draft  EIS  and  Technical  Reports  in  May  1983. 

Table  4-1  on  page  4-1  of  the  FEIS  lists  the  federal  and  state 
agencies,  local  governments,  and  individuals  that  were  sent  copies  of 
the  draft  EIS  and  requested  to  complete  a  formal  review  ofthe  document 

PUBLIC  REVIEW  OF  THE  DRAFT  EIS 

The  draft  EIS  (INT.  DEIS-83-34)  was  filed  with  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  on  May  20,  1983,  and  announced  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  Thursday,  May  6,  1983  (Vol.  48,  No.  103,  Page  23,719).  In 
addition,  media  releases  were  sent  to  area  radio  stations  and 
newspapers  to  announce  the  availability  of  the  draft  EIS  and  locations 
of  public  hearings,  described  the  Proposed  Action,  identified  key 
impacts,  and  requested  public  comment  on  the  adequacy  of  the  statement 
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Approximately  850  copies  of  the  draft  EIS  were  distributed  by  mail  to 
various  individuals,  organizations,  and  government  agencies. 

During  the  60-day  public  comment  period  (May  20  to  July  19,  1983),  BLM  and 
FS  conducted  four  formal  public  hearings  to  solicit  comments  on  the  draft 
EIS  (see  Table  4-2  of  the  FEIS  for  further  details).  The  public  hearing 
transcripts  have  not  been  reprinted  in  the  EIS  as  they  are  part  of  the 
public  record.  Copies  of  the  hearings  are  available  for  review  at  the 
following  offices: 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Wyoming  State  Office 

2515  Warren  Avenue 

P.0.  Box  1828 

Cheyenne,  WY  82001 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Rock  Springs  District  Office 

P.0.  Box  1869 

Highway  191  North 

Rock  Springs,  WY  82902-1869 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Pinedale  Resource  Area 
P.0.  Box  768 
431  East  Pine  Street 
Pinedale,  WY  82941 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Kemmerer  Resource  Area 
P.0.  Box  632 
415  U.S.  30  North 
Kemmerer,  WY  83101 

Forest  Service 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

Forest  Supervisor 

Br idger-Teton  National  Forest 

P.0.  Box  1888 

340  N.  Cache  Street 

Jackson,  WY  83001 

District  R.anger 

Big  Piney  Ranger  District 

P.0.  Box  218 

591  Front  Street 

Big  Piney,  WY  83113 
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The  BLM  also  received  44  letters  addressing  the  draft  EIS  during  the 
public  comment  period.  All  letters  and  testimony  were  assigned  a 
reference  number  and  reviewed.  Substantive  comments  (those  that 
presented  new  data,  questions  or  new  issues  bearing  directly  on  the 
effects  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  its  alternatives)  were  responded  to. 

PUBLIC  REVIEW  COMMENTS  ON  THE  FINAL  EIS 

The  final  EIS  was  filed  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  on 
November  28,  1983.  Although  not  an  official  comment  period,  commments 
received  on  the  final  EIS  were  considered  in  developing  this  Record  of 
Decision.  The  BLM  and'FS  received  8  letters  on  the  final  EIS,  1  late 
letter  on  the  draft  EIS,  and  1  letter  which  had  been  inadvertently 
misfiled  on  the  draft  EIS.  Each  was  carefully  reviewed  and  considered  in 
the  development  of  this  Record  of  Decision.  For  the  benefit  of  the 
reviewer  and  user  of  this  document,  the  10  letters  received  are  found  in 
Attachment  E. 


> 
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ATTACHMENTS 


Memorandum  of  Understanding  Between  The  Bureau  Of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  And  The  Forest  Service  (FS)  For  Management  Of  The  Riley  R.idge 
Project . 

Required  Federal  Measures  And  Applicants'  Standard  Operating 
Procedures  Designed  To  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts. 

Supplemental  Environmental  Assessment  To  The  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas 
Project  FEIS  -  Sour  Gas  Pipeline  Alternatives. 

Application  For  Permit  To  Drill  (APD)  Environmental  Reference  R.eport 
And  Decision  Record. 

Public  Comments  Received  On  The  Riley  Ridge  Final  EIS. 

Maps 

Map  S-l  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project  Record  of  Decision  (North 

1/2). 

Map  S-2  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project  Record  of  Decision  (South 

1/2). 

Map  1  -  Sour  Gas  Trunk  Line-Proposed  and  Alternative  Alignments 
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ATTACHMENT  A 


Memorandum  of  Understanding 
between 

The  Bureau  Of  Land  Management  (BLM)  And  The  Forest  Service  (FS) 
For  Management  Of  The  Riley  Ridge  Project. 
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ATTACHMENT  A 


MEMORANDUM  OF  UNDERSTANDING 
BETWEEN  THE 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  ( BLM)  AND  THE  FOREST  SERVICE  (FS) 
FOR  MANAGEMENT  OF  THE  RILEY  RIDGE  PROJECT 


I.  INTRODUCTION 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Interior  and  the 
Forest  Service  (FS)  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  have  jointly  prepared 
an  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  on  the  Riley  Ridge  Project.  The  Riley 
Ridge  Project  would  involve  construction  of  proposed  processing  plants  for  sour 
gas  treatment,  gas  field  development,  and  associated  ancillary  facilities  upon 
lands  administered  by  the  BLM  and  FS. 

The  BLM  and  FS  are  responsible  for  approving  and  issuing  right-of-way  grants, 
special  land  use  permits,  and  other  necessary  permits  for  facilities  utilizing 
or  crossing  lands  administered  by  these  agencies.  In  addition,  the  BLM  is 
responsible  for  approving  the  gas  wells  and  associated  field  development  (due  to 
merger  of  MMS  with  BLM  by  Secretarial  Order  No.  3087,  dated  December  3,  1982). 
The  FS  is  responsible  for  making  recommenda t ions  to  the  BLM  on  gas  field 
development  for  those  activities  on  FS  lands. 

II.  PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  this  MOU  is  to  establish  agreement  and  procedure  between  the  BLM 
and  the  FS  for  overseeing  implementation  of  the  Riley  Ridge  Project  Record  of 
Decision  (ROD)  including  review  and  quality  control  of  required  applicant  plans 
for  associated  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and  termination  of  proposed 
facilities  and  well-field  development. 

III.  RESPONSIBILITIES 

WHEREAS,  the  State  Director  of  the  Wyoming  BLM  has  the  authority  and 
responsibility  to  administer  the  surface  resources  of  land  reserved  from  the 
public  domain  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  BLM  in  Wyoming  and  has  the  authority 
and  responsibility  to  administer  leases  for  Federal  minerals  under  the  Mineral 
Leasing  Act  of  1920,  as  amended,  within  the  jurisdictional  areas  of  both  the  BLM 
and  FS,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Regional  Forester  of  the  Intermountain  Region  of  the  FS  has  the 
authority  and  responsibility  to  administer  the  surface  resources  of  lands 
reserved  from  the  public  domain  and  acquired  public  lands  of  the  National  Forest 
System  under  the  jurisdictional  of  the  FS: 

THE  BLM  AND  FS  AGREE  TO  THE  FOLLOWING : 

a.  Each  will  identify  and  provide  a  representative  or  representatives  to  serve 
on  a  Implementation  Task  Force  overseeing  project  development.  This  Task  Force 
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will  represent  on-the-ground  managers  from  each  of  the  agencies  (BLM  Area 
Managers  and  FS  District  Ranger(s)).  In  addition  the  Task  Force  will  include  a 
representative  from  the  BLM  Rock  Springs  District  Division  of  Mineral  Resources 
and  Division  of  Planning  and  Environmental  Assistance,  and  a  BLM  or  FS 
construction  engineer.  The  Task  Force  will  also  include  a  member  from  the 
Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  (GF) .  The  responsibilities  of  this  Task  Force 
are  described  below. 


TASK  FORCE  RESPONSIBILITIES 


1.  Will  ensure  that  the  information  contained  in  the  Sensitivity  Analysis  is 
maintained  and  updated  throughout  the  life  of  the  Riley  Ridge  Project.  BLM  will 
computerize  the  Sensitivity  Analysis  and  maintain  it.  FS  will  be  provided 
access  to  the  computerized  sensitivity  analysis  system  as  requested.  Funding  of 
the  system  will  be  shared.  Each  agency's  portion  will  be  as  mutually  determined 
and  documented  in  an  annual  work  plan  approved  by  both  agencies. 

2.  Will  jointly  review  all  Applications  for  Permits  to  Drill  (APDs)  submitted 
for  the  Riley  Ridge  Well  Field  area  (as  defined  in  the  EIS).  Will  ensure  that 
the  mitigation  program  contained  in  the  ROD  is  Incorporated  into  APDs  submitted 
for  this  area.  All  reviews  will  occur  during  the  required  30  day  turn-around 
time  period.  (Flexibility  will  be  maintained  in  required  reviews.  As  a  minimum 
the  affected  land  manager(s),  and  BLM  Divisions  of  Mineral  Resources  and  of 
Planning  and  Environmental  Assistance  Task  Force  members  would  review  submitted 
APDs)  . 

3.  Will  utilize  the  Sensitivity  Analysis  (prepared  during  the  Riley  Ridge  EIS 
process)  during  review  of  APDs. 

4.  Will  ensure  site-specific  stipulations  are  atttached  to  each  APD,  based  upon 
measures  determined  through  the  EISjROD  and  the  Sensitivity  Analysis,  and  will 
attach  any  additional  measures  deemed  appropriate  as  approved  by  appropriate 
management . 

5.  Will  ensure  coordination  with  and  input  from  agency  resource  specialists, 
and  agency  construction  engineer  depending  upon  sensitivity  of  specific 
resources  (as  determined  through  the  Sensitivity  Analysis  and  the  EIS). 

6.  Will  obtain  appropriate  management  approval  of  each  APD  action. 

7.  Will  provide  assistance  to  appropriate  management  in  working  with  each  of 
the  Riley  Ridge  applicants  in  reviewing  and  revising  construction  and  use  plans 
for  each  right-of-way,  temporary  use  permit,  or  other  BLM  or  FS  permit. 

8.  Will  ensure  that  site-specific  stipulations  are  attached  to  rights-of-way, 
temporary  use  permit,  or  other  BLM  or  FS  measures  proposed  in  the  EIS,  ROD  and 
Sensitivity  Analysis.  Will  also  ensure  that  site-specific  EAs  are  prepared  as 
needed.  The  Task  Force  will  review  these  EAs  to  ensure  conformance  with  the  EIS 
ROD  and  Sensitivity  Analysis. 
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9.  Will  ensure  that  appropriate  management  approval  of  each  of  these  permits  is 
obtained . 

10.  Will  coordinate  with  and  obtain  input  from  local  citizens  and  local  special 
interest  groups,  as  needed,  on  actions  performed  as  a  Task  Force. 

11.  Will  conduct  a  formal  annual  field  evaluation  and  compliance  review  of 
project  implementation.  A  status  report  will  be  prepared  summarizing  progress, 
conformance  with  the  mitigation  program  incorporated  into  APDs  and  construction 
and  use  plans,  identification  of  problems,  and  recommendations  for  problem 
resolution.  This  report  will  be  submitted  to  the  BLM,  Wyoming  State  Director 
and  Rock  Springs  District  Manager,  and  the  FS,  Intermountain  Regional  Forester 
and  Bridger-Teton  National  Forest  Supervisor,  through  the  Riley  Ridge  Management 
Committee.  Additional  evaluations  and  reviews  will  be  conducted  if  major 
changes  in  condition  warrent. 

B.  The  BLM  will,  because  of  its  authority  and  responsibility  to  adminster 
leases  for  Federal  minerals  within  the  jurisdictional  areas  of  both  the  BLM  and 
FS,  and  because  the  planned  sweetening  plants  and  ancillary  facilities  are 
located  on  BLM  amdinistered  lands,  designate  a  Riley  Ridge  Project  Coordinator 
within  the  Rock  Springs  District.  The  responsibilities  of  the  Project 
Coordinator  are  described  below. 

PROJECT  COORDINATOR  RESPONSIBILITIES 


1.  Will  be  one  of  the  BLM  designees  to  the  implementation  Task  Force  overseeing 
project  development. 

2.  Will  ensure  project  implementation  continuity,  and  insure  that  all  the  Task 
Force  responsibilities  are  in  fact  carried  out. 

3.  Will  ensure  that  all  Task  Force  members  are  kept  informed  of  any  changes, 
new  developments,  etc. 

4.  Will  ensure  that  the  District  Manager,  Forest  Supervisor,  and  Riley  Ridge 
Management  Committee  are  kept  apprised  of  Task  Force  activities  and  project 
implementation  progress  and  status. 

5.  Will  ensure  appropriate  Task  Force  member  review  of  APDs  within  the  time 
period  allowed.  Will  consolidate  Task  Force  APD  review  input  and  submit  it  to 
appropriate  management  for  final  APD  processing. 

6.  Will  ensure  the  actual  maintenance  and  update  of  the  information  contained 
in  the  Sensitivity  Analysis  for  both  the  manual  overlay  and  computerized 
systems.  All  updates  will  be  coordinated  with  the  Task  Force. 

7.  Will  ensure/conduct  the  actual  coordination  with  and  input  from  BLM  and/or 
FS  resource  specialists  as  deemed  appropriate  by  the  Task  Force. 
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8.  Will  receive  and  consolidate  all  Task  Force  input  and  review  comments 
generated  during  reviews/revisions  of  construction  and  use  plans  for  each 
right-of-way,  temporary  use,  or  other  BLM  or  FS  permits.  Will  ensure  that  the 
Task  Force  input/coraments  are  received  by  appropriate  management  and  adequately 
considered  or  addressed  in  the  construction  and  use  plans. 

9.  Will  ensure  that  each  Task  Force  member  receives  a  copy  of  required 
site-specific  EAs  for  review  and  comment,  and  that  comments  are  consolidated  and 
submitted  to  appropriate  management. 

10.  Will  be  responsible  for  making  all  arrangements  for  coordination  with  and 
receiving  input  from  local  citizens  and  special  interest  groups  as  deemed 
necessary  by  the  Task  Force. 

11.  Will  arrange  and  coordinate  the  dates  and  logistics  of  the  annual  work  plan 
meeting  and  the  annual  field  evaluation  and  compliance.  Will  be  responsible  for 
drafting  the  status  report,  circulating  to  the  Task  Force  members  for  comment, 
incorporating  their  comments  and  finalizing  for  Task  Force  signature.  Will  keep 
a  chronology  and  photo  record  of  project  for  future  studies  and/or  potential 
future  lawsuits. 

12.  Will,  on  at  least  a  quarterly  basis,  prepare  an  estimate  and  maintain  a 
record  of  reimbursable  expenditures  chargeable  to  the  applicant(s)  and 
administer  the  cost  recovery  regulations,  billing  the  applicant(s)  for  the 
necessary  costs  associated  with  processing  the  right-of-way  applications 
including  subsequent  monitoring  of  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and 
termination  of  any  authorized  project  facilities  as  provided  under  Public  Law 
94-579  of  October  21,  1976,  Title  V,  Section  504(g)  (Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act). 

IV.  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 


A.  Each  agency  will  be  responsible  for  designating  a  representative  or 
representatives  to  the  Task  Force  and  for  providing  management  and 
administrative  support  of  the  Task  Force  and  its  functions.  Members  of  the  Task 
Force  shall  be  designated  in  writing  by  each  of  the  signatories  of  this  MOU. 

Letters  or  memoranda  shall  be  addressed  to  the  Chairperson  of  the  Riley  Ridge 
EIS  Management  Committee. 

B.  This  MOU  incorporates  provisions  from  the  following  documents  by  reference 
for  use  in  the  Task  Force  functions: 

1.  The  Riley  Ridge  Project  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(estimated  completion  date  November  1983),  and  eight  Technical  Reports 
in  support  of  the  DEIS. 

2.  Appropriate  Federal  APD  processing  Procedures. 

3.  Standard  Righ t-of-Way  Stipulations  prepared  by  the  Wyoming  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (Instruction  Memorandum  No.  WY-81-413,  dated  August 
19,  1981),  as  updated. 
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4.  Land  and  Resource  Management  Plan  for  the  Bridger-Teton  National 
Forest  and  its  appendices  when  completed.  (The  interim,  Big  Piney  Unit 
Plan,  Multiple  Use  Plan  for  Pinedale,  Bridger  Wilderness  Management 

Plan. 

5.  BLM  Pioneer  Trails  Management  Framework  Plan  (dated  1974)  and 
amendments  (dated  1973  and  1981). 

7.  Other  pertinent  planning  documentation  in  the  project  area. 

C.  Nothing  in  this  agreement  will  be  construedas  limiting  or  affecting,  in  any 
way,  the  authority  or  legal  responsibility  of  the  BLM  or  the  FS  or  as  binding 
the  BLM  or  FS  to  perform  beyond  the  respective  authority  of  each. 

D.  Nothing  in  this  agreement  will  be  construed  as  conflicting  with  existing 
laws  and  procedures  governing  the  APD  and  Federal  permitting  process. 

E.  All  BLM  and  FS  activities  under  this  MOU  will  be  subject  to  available 
manpower  and  appropriations. 

F.  This  MOU  may  be  amended  at  any  time  by  mutual  agreement  of  all  parties. 

G.  The  period  of  this  agreement  shall  be  from  the  date  of  execution  (not  later 
than  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  final  EIS)  until  terminated  by  mutual 
agreement  or  on  30  days  written  notice  from  either  party  to  the  other. 
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State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Wyoming 


Date 


Regional  Forester,  Forest  Service,  Intermountain  Region 


Date 
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ATTACHMENT  B 


REQUIRED  FEDERAL  MEASURES  AND  APPLICANTS'  STANDARD 
OPERATING  PROCEDURES  DESIGNED  TO  REDUCE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

B.l  Applicants'  Standard  Operating  Procedures 
B.2  Federal  Regulations:  Terms  and  Conditions 
B.3  Current  Lease  Stipulations  on  Occupancy 
B.4  Well  Field  Oil  and  Gas  Operating  Measures 
B.5  General  Measures 

B.6  Roading  Guidelines  for  Gas  Exploration  and  Development  With 
the  Riley  Ridge  Project  Area 

B.7  Erosion  Control,  Revegetation,  and  Restoration  Guidelines 
B.8  Required  Federal  Mitigation  Measures 
B.9  Sour  Gas  Trunk  Line  Mitigation  Measures 


* 


ERRATA  -  ATTACHMENT  B 


Section  B.8:  Required  Federal  Measures  Page  B-59,  add  the  following  as 
Measure  WF-15: 

Measure :  Because  the  East  Dry  Basin  plant  location  would  permanently 

(30  -  50  years)  eliminate  640  acres  of  critical  deer  and  antelope  winter 
range,  Quasar  would  be  required  to  investigate  and  evaluate  the 
potential  for  mitigating  the  loss  of  critical  winter  range.  This  will 
be  conducted  in  cooperation  with  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  and  the  BLM. 
All  reasonable  methods  of  mitigation,  shall  be  summarized  in  a 
mitigation  plan,  which  will  include  a  description  of  the  methods, 
implementation,  and  monitoring,  and  shall  be  included  as  part  of 
Quasar’s  Construction  and  Use  (CU)  Plan  for  the  treatment  plant  for 
approval  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

Effectiveness :  This  measure  would  ensure  that  mitigation  of  the  loss  of 

critical  winter  range  is  investigated  and  evaluated,  and  that  all 
reasonable  methods  are  implemented. 

Application :  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  East  Dry  Basin  plant 

site . 


B. 1  APPLICANTS'  STANDARD  OPERATING  PROCEDURES 


The  applicants  have  stated  that  the  following  procedures  will  be  followed  in 
the  construction,  operation,  and  abandonment  of  the  proposed  Riley  Ridge 
Project.  These  procedures  are  somewhat  general;  measures  which  are  more 
specific  to  each  applicant  and  project  component  will  be  contained  in  the 
final  Construction  and  Use  (CU)  Plan. 

t  Dri 1 1 i ng. 

Solid  wastes  generated  during  drilling  operations  and  testing 
would  be  incinerated  as  approved  by  the  regulatory  agencies  or 
trucked  to  an  approved  sanitary  landfill.  At  the  conclusion  of 
the  drilling  operation,  or  as  needed,  ash  would  be  removed  from 
the  incinerator  and  placed  in  an  approved  sanitary  landfill  with 
non-combustible  wastes.  Any  scrap  metal  would  be  sold  to  a 
recycling  firm.  Sewage  would  be  handled  according  to  state 
sanitary  codes.  At  the  conclusion  of  drilling  operations,  all 
sewage  and  waste  would  be  removed  from  the  site  and  taken  to  an 
approved  sewage  treatment  plant  or  sanitary  landfill. 

•  All  above-ground  facilities,  foundations,  and  salvageable 

materials  would  be  removed.  Soil  material  would  be  restored  over 
the  well  and  the  site  returned  to  its  original  contour  as  soon  as 
the  well  abandonment  was  completed.  Each  completed  well  site 
would  be  reseeded  by  the  next  growing  season  using  techniques  and 
methods  described  in  the  Erosion  Control,  Revegetation  and 
Reclamation  Program. 

•  Cement  plugs  would  be  placed  at  designated  depths  in  the  well  to 
prevent  migration  of  water  or  hydrocarbons  and  to  protect  any 
freshwater  aquifers  from  contamination  in  accordance  with 
applicable  state  and  federal  regulations. 

•  Pipeline  Construction. 

Construction  activities  would  be  confined  to  the  construction 
right-of-way  along  the  length  of  the  gathering  lines,  trunk  lines, 
and  sales  lines.  Only  those  portions  of  the  right-of-way  needed 
for  construction  would  be  cleared  of  obstacles  and  debris. 

•  Blading  of  the  right-of-way  would  only  be  done  as  necessary  for 
access  for  machinery  and  equipment,  or  for  the  trenching  required 
for  the  installation  of  pipe.  To  further  ensure  vehicle  safety, 
it  may  be  necessary  to  construct  temporary  bridges  or  culverts 
across  creeks  and  gullies  on  the  working  side  of  the  right-of-way. 
Excavation  and  grading  may  be  necessary  to  decrease  the  gradient 
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and  increase  the  stability  of  unstable  slopes,  especially  in  the 
steep  terrain  found  in  the  well  field.  Grading  and  cut-and-fill 
excavation  would  be  performed  in  a  manner  minimizing  effects  on 
natural  drainage  and  slope  stability.  On  steep  terrain  or  in  wet 
areas  where  the  right-of-way  must  be  graded  at  two  elevations,  or 
where  diversion  dams  must  be  built  to  facilitate  construction,  the 
areas  would  be  stabilized  and  restored  upon  completion  of 
construction  to  resemble  their  original  condition,  or  as  required 
by  the  surface  management  agency  or  private  landowner. 

•  Where  fences  are  encountered  along  the  right-of-way,  adequate 
bracing  would  be  installed  at  each  edge  of  the  right-of-way  prior 
to  cutting  the  wires  and  installing  temporary  gates.  The  opening 
would  subsequently  be  controlled  as  necessary  during  construction. 
No  gates  or  cattleguards  on  established  roads  over  public  land 
would  be  locked,  blocked,  or  closed  by  the  applicants.  Any 
cattleguard  damaged  would  be  repaired  to  its  original  condition  or 
replaced.  If  a  natural  barrier  used  for  livestock  control  were 
damaged  during  construction,  the  applicant  would  adequately  fence 
the  area  to  prevent  the  escape  of  livestock. 

•  The  depth  of  the  pipeline  ditch  would  vary  with  the  conditions 
encountered.  The  cover  from  the  top  of  the  pipe  to  the  ground 
level  would  generally  be  2.5  to  5  feet.  However,  in  areas  where 
rocks  would  be  removed  by  blasting,  the  cover  would  be  24  inches 
in  populated  areas  and  18  inches  in  open  country.  At  railroad  and 
road  crossings,  specifications  require  a  minimum  of  3  feet  of 
cover  over  the  pipe  at  the  drainage  ditches  along  the  roadbed. 
Working  areas  of  approximately  100  by  350  feet  would  be  needed  on 
each  side  of  road  and  railroad  crossings. 

•  Generally,  ditching  operations  would  employ  ditching  machines  in 

open  areas  and  backhoes  near  rivers  or  in  areas  providing  little 
working  space;  however,  subsurface  conditions  may  require 
different  types  of  excavation.  In  areas  where  loose  or 

unconsolidated  rock  is  encountered,  the  ditch  line  may  be  ripped 
mechanically.  If  material  encountered  could  not  be  ripped,  it 
would  be  blasted.  Blasting  would  be  kept  to  a  minimum  and  used 
only  when  necessary.  An  exception  to  mechanical  excavation  would 
be  hand-digging  to  locate  buried  utilities  such  as  other  pipelines 
and  cables. 

•  If  blasting  is  necessary,  the  following  safety  precautions  would 
be  adhered  to: 

1)  In  areas  of  human  use,  shots  would  be  blanketed  (matted). 

2)  Landowners  or  tenants  in  proximity  to  the  shot  would  be 
notified  in  advance  so  that  livestock  and  other  property 
could  be  adequately  protected. 

3)  Before  detonation,  a  clearance  would  be  made  to  ensure  that 
construction  personnel  and  equipment  and  local  residents  are 
in  no  danger. 
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4)  Fire  protection  measures  would  be  implemented. 

t  Where  buried  utilities  are  encountered,  representatives  from  the 
utilities  would  be  consulted  regarding  the  proposed  route  of  the 
pipeline  right-of-way. 

•  When  crossing  canals  or  irrigation  ditches  that  are  dredged  to 
maintain  depth,  the  pipeline  would  either  span  overhead  or  be 
buried  underneath  to  a  depth  that  would  permit  safe  dredging 
operations. 

•  Roadbeds  that  support  railroads  would  be  crossed  by  boring  a  hole 

beneath  the  bed,  rather  than  by  ditching  across  the  surface.  All 
paved  and  improved  roads  would  be  crossed  by  boring  where 

conditions  permit.  Other  infrequently  used,  unimproved  roads 

would  be  ditched  and  restored. 

t  Where  the  pipeline  crosses  rivers,  the  river  crossing  points  would 
be  carefully  selected  to  minimize  disturbance  of  riverbeds  or 
banks. 

t  Creek  flow  would  be  maintained  during  pipeline  construction.  When 
crossing  creeks  with  muddy  bottoms,  downstream  sedimentation  would 
be  minimized  by  implementation  of  the  following  techniques: 
(1)  Creeks  flowing  in  areas  where  the  channel  is  narrow  would  have 
the  flow  diverted  around  the  construction  area  by  blocking  the 
channel  upstream  of  the  crossing  site  and  diverting  the  flow 
through  the  use  of  pumps  and/or  flumes;  (2)  Creeks  flowing  in 
relatively  flat  areas  where  the  channel  is  wide  would  have  the 
flow  diverted  around  the  construction  area  by  blocking  a  portion 
of  the  channel  -upstream  of  the  crossing  site.  After  construction 
is  completed  in  that  portion  of  the  channel  and  the  creek  bottom 
is  restored,  then  that  portion  of  the  channel  would  be  reopened 
and  the  other  portion  blocked  for  construction. 

• 

•  Every  effort  would  be  made  to  minimize  the  effects  of  construction 
on  water  flow.  Upon  completion  of  construction,  the  gradient  of 
the  stream  would  be  restored  as  nearly  as  practical.  Stream  banks 
would  be  restored  to  resemble  original  grade,  and  breakers  or 
riprap  would  be  placed  along  riverbanks  where  necessary  to  control 
erosion. 

•  During  construction  of  river  crossings,  the  drainage  or  storm 

runoff  from  riverbank  staging  areas  would  be  controlled  via 
detention  basins,  evaporation  pits,  or  straw  bale  filters  to 
ensure  that  levels  of  suspended  solids,  grease,  or  oil  would  not 
exceed  receiving  water  standards. 

t  Once  the  ditch  has  been  backfilled,  the  right-of-way  and  other 

disturbed  areas  would  be  cleared  of  trash,  brush,  and  other  debris 
to  prevent  fire  hazards.  Some  brush  would  be  used  to  assist  in 
stabilization  and  rehabilitation  of  the  right-of-way.  The 

right-of-way  would  be  graded  where  needed,  and  all  disturbed 

surfaces  would  be  restored  approximately  to  the  preconstruction 
grade. 
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•  Completed  construct-ion  areas  (including  the  right-of-way)  and 
temporary  access  roads  would  be  returned  as  nearly  as  practicable 
to  the  original  condition  or  to  that  condition  agreed  upon  between 
the  applicant  and  the  landowners  or  the  authorized  officer  of  the 
applicable  agency.  Right-of-way  restoration  techniques  would  be 
the  same  for  federal,  state,  and  private  lands.  All  reasonable 
efforts  would  be  made  to  control  erosion  and  soil  damage  resulting 
from  construction,  rehabilitation,  or  maintenance  and  operations, 
including  (but  not  limited  to)  construction  of  terraces,  water 
bars,  or  other  water  diversion  structures,  and  implementation  of 
soil  stabilization  measures  in  erosion-prone  areas. 

t  Routine  aerial  reconnaissance  flights  along  pipelines  would 

continue  for  the  life  of  the  project  to  check  for  erosion  problems 
and  revegetation  success  as  well  as  possible  gas  leaks. 

•  Sulfur  Pipeline. 

Overhead  clearance  warning  structures  would  be  placed  on  secondary 
roads  prior  to  the  sulfur  pipeline  crossings. 

•  Specific  construction  techniques  would  be  selected  for  each  creek 
crossing  that  would  minimize  erosion  and  siltation.  Where  the 
creek  has  a  solid  gravel  base,  permission  would  be  requested  for 
vehicle  crossings;  where  an  access  road  is  in  proximity,  the 
existing  access  road  would  be  used.  Where  the  flow  is  too  deep 
for  vehicles  to  cross  or  the  creek  has  a  muddy  bottom  and  there  is 
no  access  road  in  proximity,  flume  pipes  would  be  installed  in  the 
creek  bottom  and  a  roadway  constructed  on  top  for  vehicle  passage. 

Where  the  pipeline  would  cross  creeks,  the  supports  would  be 
located  and  would  be  of  such  a  depth,  that  high  water  would  not 
affect  the  pipeline  through  scour  action.  Construction  of  creek 
crossings  would  be  made  in  a  manner  that  minimizes  the  effects  of 
construction  on  water  flow.  The  gradient  of  the  stream  would  be 
maintained  by  removing  all,  spoil  from  the  creek  bed  upon 
completion  of  construction,  and  the  creek  banks  would  be  restored. 

•  The  right-of-way  would  be  rehabilitated  following  construction. 
During  the  operation  phase  of  the  project,  the  right-of-way  would 
be  allowed  to  revegetate  with  shrubs;  however,  trees  growing  where 
they  could  fall  across  the  pipeline  would  be  removed  as  necessary. 

•  Other. 

Other  warning  vehicles  would  accompany  mobile  heavy  equipment  on 
roads  used  by  the  public;  signs  would  be  installed  warning  the 
public  of  equipment  operation  areas. 

•  Quasar,  Exxon,  and  Northwest  would  dispose  of  miscellaneous  solid 
waste  in  an  off-site  approved  sanitary  landfill  which  has  not  been 
identified.  Scrap  metal  produced  by  project  construction  would  be 
sold  to  a  recycling  firm.  Used  oils,  lubricants,  and  solvents 
generated  during  both  the  construction  and  operations  phase  of  the 
project  would  be  collected  in  tanks  on  the  plant  site  until 
sufficient  quantities  are  accumulated  to  sell  these  wastes  to  a 
re- ref i ni ng  f i rm. 
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When  the  transmission  line  is  complete,  work  areas  would  be 
cleaned  and  all  trash  collected.  Dirt  piles  would  be  smoothed 
out;  areas  which  have  been  cleared  may  be  scratched  and  reseeded, 
if  needed;  and  any  access  roads  would  be  reclaimed. 

Operation  of  the  transmission  lines  would  involve  patrolling  the 
lines  every  month  by  fixed-wing  aircraft,  every  six  months  by 
helicopter,  and  every  year  by  foot  patrol. 
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B. 2  FEDERAL  REGULATIONS:  TERMS  AND  CONDITIONS 


CODE  OF  FEDERAL  REGULATIONS  (CFR) 

These  (right-of-way,  permits,  leases  and/or  unit  operations  -APDs)  will  be 
subject  to  all  applicable  regulations  contained  in  43  CFR  2800,  2880,  3100 
and  30  CFR  221  as  they  now  exist  or  as  they  may  hereafter  be  revised.  The 
titles  of  the  specific  regulatory  sections  are  as  follows: 

43  CFR 

2800  -  Rights-of-Way,  General. 

2801  -  Terms  and  Conditions  of  Rights-of-Way  Grants  and 

Temporary  Use  Permits. 

2880  -  Oil  and  Natural  Gas  Pipelines  and  Related  Facilities, 

General . 

2881  -  Terms  and  Conditions  of  Rights-of-Way  Grants,  and 

Temporary  Use  Permits. 

3100  -  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing. 

30  CFR 

221  -  Oil  and  Gas  Operating  Regulations. 


The  holder/operator  will  abide  by  these  regulations  and  is  fully  responsible 
for  the  action  of  his/her  subcontractors.  The  subject  regulation  terms  and 
conditions  are  listed  in  part  for  the  benefit  of  the  reviewing  public. 

43  CFR 

PART  2800  -  RIGHTS-OF-WAY,  PRINCIPLES  AND  PROCEDURES 
Subpart  2800  -  Rights-of-Way,  General. 

Subpart  2801  -  Terms  and  Conditions  of  Rights-of-Way  Grants  and 

Temporary  Use  Permits. 

2801.1  Nature  of  Interest. 

2801.101  Nature  of  Right-of-Way  Interest. 

A.  All  rights  in  public  lands  subject  to  be  a  right-of-way  grant  or 
temporary  use  permit  not  expressly  granted  are  retained  and  may  be 
exercised  by  the  United  States.  These  rights  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to: 
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1.  A  continuing  right  of  access  onto  the  public  lands  covered  by 
the  right-of-way  grant  or  temporary  use  permit,  and  upon 
reasonable  notice  to  the  holder,  access  and  entry  to  any 
facility  constructed  on  the  right-of-way  or  permit  area. 

2.  The  right  to  require  common  use  of  the  right-of-way  and  the 
right  to  authorize  use  of  the  right-of-way  for  compatible 
uses  (including  the  subsurface  and  air  space). 

B.  A  right-of-way  grant  or  temporary  use  permit  may  be  used  only  for 
the  purpose  specified  in  the  authorization.  The  holder  may  allow 
others  to  use  the  land  as  his/her  agent  in  exercising  the  rights 
granted. 

C.  All  right-of-way  grants  and  temporary  use  permits  shall  be  issued 
subject  to  valid  existing  rights. 

D.  A  right-of-way  grant  or  temporary  use  permit  shall  not  give  or 

authorize  the  holder  to  take  from  the  public  lands  any  mineral  or 
vegetative  material,  including  timber,  without  securing 
authorization  under  the  Materials  Act  (30  U.S.C.  60  et  seq.),  and 
paying  in  advance  the  fair  market  value  of  the  material  cut, 
removed,  used,  or  destroyed.  However,  common  varieties  of  stone 
and  soil  necessarily  removed  in  the  construction  of  a  project  may 
be  used  elsewhere  along  the  same  right-of-way  or  permit  area  in 
the  construction  of  the  project  without  additional  authorization 
and  payment. 

E.  A  holder  of  a  right-of-way  grant  or  temporary  use  permit  may 

assign  a  grant  or  permit  to  another,  provided  the  holder  obtains 
the  written  approval  of  the  authorized  officer. 

F.  The  holder  of  a  right-of-way  grant  may  authorize  other  parties  to 

use  a  facility  constructed,  except  for  roads,  on  the  right-of-way 

with  the  prior  written  consent  of  the  authorized  officer  and 
charge  for  such  use.  In  any  such  arrangement,  the  holder  shall 
continue  to  be  responsible  for  compliance  with  all  conditions  of 
the  grant.  This  paragraph  does  not  limit  in  any  way  the  authority 
of  the  authorized  officer  to  issue  additional  right-of-way  grants 
or  temporary  use  permits  for  compatible  uses  on  or  adjacent  to  the 
right-of-way,  nor  does  it  authorize  the  holder  to  impose  charges 
for  the  use  of  lands  made  subject  to  such  additional  right-of-way 
grants  or  temporary  use  permits. 

I.  Each  grant  issued  for  a  term  of  20  years  or  more  shall  contain  a 
provision  requiring  periodic  review  of  the  grant  at  the  end  of  the 
twentieth  year  and  at  regular  intervals  thereafter  not  to  exceed 
10  years. 

J.  Each  grant  shall  have  a  provision  stating  whether  it  is  renewable 
cr  not  and  if  renewable,  the  terms  and  conditions  applicable  to 
the  renewal . 
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K.  Each  grant  shall  not  only  comply  with  the  regulations  of  this 
part,  but  also,  comply  with  the  provisions  of  any  other  applicable 
law  and  implementing  regulations  as  appropriate. 

2801.1-2  Reciprocal  Grants 

When  the  authorized  officer  determines  from  an  analysis  of  land  use  plans  or 
other  management  decisions  that  a  right-of-way  for  an  access  road  is  or 
shall  be  needed  by  the  United  States  across  lands  directly  or  indirectly 
owned  or  controlled  by  an  applicant  for  a  right-of-way  grant,  he  or  she 
shall,  if  it  is  determined  to  be  in  the  public  interest,  require  the 
applicant,  as  a  condition  to  receiving  a  right-of-way  grant,  to  grant  the 
United  States  an  equivalent  right-of-way  that  is  adequate  in  duration  and 
rights. 


2801.2  Terms  and  Conditions  of  Interest  Granted 

A.  An  applicant  by  accepting  a  right-of-way  grant,  temporary  use 
permit,  assignment,  amendment  or  renewal  agrees  and  consents  to 
comply  with  and  be  bound  by  the  following  terms  and  conditions, 
excepting  those  which  the  secretary  may  waive  in  a  particular 
case: 

1.  To  the  extent  possible,  all  state  and  federal  laws  applicable 
to  the  authorized  use  and  such  additional  state  and  federal 
laws,  along  with  the  implementing  regulations,  that  may  be 
enacted  and  issued  during  the  term  of  the  grant  or  permit. 

2.  That  in  the  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and 

termination  of  the  authorized  use,  there  shall  be  no 
discrimination  against  any  employee  or  applicant  for 

employment  because  of  race,  creed,  color,  sex,  or  national 
origin  and  all  subcontracts  shall  include  an  identical 
provi si  on. 

3.  To  rebuild  and  repair  roads,  fences,  and  established  trails 
that  may  be  destroyed  or  damaged  by  construction,  operation, 
or  maintenance  of  the  project  and  to  build  and  maintain 
suitable  crossings  for  existing  roads  and  significant  trails 
that  intersect  the  project. 

4.  To  do  everything  reasonable  within  his  or  her  power,  both 
independently  and  upon  request  of  the  authorized  office,  to 
prevent  and  suppress  fires  on  or  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of 
the  right-of-way  or  permit  area.  This  includes  making 
available  such  construction  and  maintenance  forces  as  may  be 
reasonably  obtained  for  the  suppression  of  fires. 
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B.  All  right-of-way  grants  and  temporary  use  permits  issued,  renewed, 
amended  or  assigned  under  these  regulations  shall  contain  such 
terms,  conditions,  and  stipulations  as  may  be  required  by  the 
authorized  officer  regarding  extent,  duration,  survey,  location, 
construction,  operation,  maintenance,  use,  and  termination.  The 
authorized  officer  shall  impose  stipulations  which  shall  include, 
but  shall  not  be  limited  to: 

1.  Requirements  for  restoration,  revegetation,  and  curtailment 
of  erosion  of  the  surface  of  the  land,  or  any  other 
rehabilitation  measure  determined  necessary. 

2.  Requirements  to  ensure  that  activities  in  connection  with  the 
grant  or  permit  shall  not  violate  applicable  air  and  water 
quality  standards  or  related  facility  siting  standards 
established  by  or  pursuant  to  applicable  Federal  or  State 
1  aw. 

3.  Requirements  designed  to  control  or  prevent  damage  to  scenic, 
aesthetic,  cultural,  and  environmental  values  (including 
damage  to  fish  and  wildlife  habitat),  damage  to  federal 
property  and  hazards  to  public  health  and  safety. 

4.  Requirements  to  protect  the  interests  of  individuals  living 
in  the  general  area  who  rely  on  the  fish,  wildlife,  and 
biotic  resources  of  the  area  for  subsistence  purposes. 

5.  Requirements  to  ensure  that  the  facilities  to  be  constructed, 
used,  and  operated  on  the  prescribed  location  are  maintained 
and  operated  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  grant  or  permit. 

6.  Requirements  for  compliance  with  State  standards  for  public 
health  and  safety,  environmental  protection  and  siting, 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  when  those  standards 
are  more  stringent  than  Federal  standards. 


2801.8  Unauthorized  Occupancy 


Any  occupancy  or  use  of  the  public  lands,  other  than  casual  use  as  set  forth 
in  2800.0-5(m)  and  2802.1  (d)  of  this  title,  without  authorization  shall  be 
considered  a  trespass  and  shall  subject  the  trespasser  to  prosecution  and 
liability  for  the  trespass.  This  provision  applies  to  all  unauthorized  use 
of  the  public  lands  and  precludes  the  issuance  of  a  right-of-way  grant  of 
temporary  use  permit  until  the  trespass  case  has  been  settled.  Once  the 
trespass  case  has  been  settled,  a  new  grant  or  permit  may  be  made  by  the 
authorized  officer  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  set  forth  in  this  part. 
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PART  2880  -  RIGHT-OF-WAY  UNDER  THE  MINERAL  LEASING  ACT 


Subpart  2880  -  Oil  and  Natural  Gas  Pipelines  and  Related  Facilities, 

General . 

Subpart  2881  -  Terms  and  Conditions  of  Rights-of-Way  Grants  and  Temporary 

Use  Permits. 


2881.1  Nature  of  Interest 


2881.1-1  Nature  of  Right-of-Way  Interest 

A.  The  United  States  retains  a  right  to  use  a  right-of-way  and 
temporary  use  permit  area  or  authorize  the  use  of  it  to  others  in 
any  manner  not  inconsistent  with  pipeline  construction,  operation, 
maintenance,  and  termination.  The  holder  of  a  right-of-way  grant 
or  temporary  use  permit  has  no  right  to  any  of  the  product  of  the 
land  including,  but  not  limited  to,  timber,  forage,  mineral,  and 
animal  resources.  The  holder  may  not  allow  the  use  of  a 
right-of-way  or  temporary  use  permit  area  by  others  except  its 
contractors,  subcontractors,  employees,  agents  or  servants  for 
purposes  of  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  or  termination 
of  the  pi  pel i ne. 

B.  A  holder  shall  not  use  a  right-of-way  and  temporary  use  permit 
area  for  any  purpose  other  than  for  the  construction,  operation, 
maintenance,  and  termination  of  the  pipeline  specified  in  the 
holders  right-of-way  grant.  A  holder  shall  not  locate  or 
construct  any  other  pipelines,  including  looping  lines,  or  other 
improvements  within  a  right-of-way  without  first  securing 
appropriate  authorization  therefore. 

C.  The  width  of  a  right-of-way  shall  not  exceed  50  feet,  plus  the 
ground  occupied  by  the  pipeline  (that  is,  the  pipe  and  related 
facilities)  unless  the  authorized  officer  finds  and  records  the 
reasons  for  his  finding,  that  a  wider  right-of-way  is  necessary 
for  operation  and  maintenance  after  construction,  or  to  protect 
the  environment  or  public  safety. 

D.  An  applicant  may  apply  to  the  authorized  officer  for  a  wider 
right-of-way  in  limited  areas  if  necessary. 

1.  For  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  project  after 
construct!'  on. 

2.  To  protect  the  environment. 

3.  To  provide  for  the  public  safety.  If  the  authorized  officer 
finds  that  the  additional  width  is  necessary  for  one  of  the 
above  reasons,  he  may  authorize  a  wider  width.  Such 
authorization  shall  include  a  written  report  recording  the 
reasons  why  the  additional  width  is  necessary. 
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G.  No  purported  transfer  of  an  interest  in  a  right-of-way  grant,  a 
right-of-way,  or  any  portion  of  a  pipeline  system  located  within  a 
right-of-way  shall  be  valid  without  the  prior  written  approval  of 
the  authorized  officer.  Applications  for  such  approval  shall  be 
directed  to  the  authorized  officer.  A  transferee  shall  meet  all 
the  requirements  of  an  original  pipeline  right-of-way.  Grantee  is 
bound  by  and  shall  assume  all  of  the  transferor's  responsibility 
to  the  United  States  with  respect  to  the  transferred  interest  and 
shall  agree  to  be  bound  by  all  terms  of  any  outstanding 
right-of-way  grant  or  temporary  use  permit.  Applications  for  a 
transfer  of  interest  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  nonrefundable  fee 
of  $50. 


2881.1-2  Nature  of  Temporary  Use  Permit  Interest 

A.  A  temporary  use  permit  does  not  grant  any  interest  in  land  and  is 
revocable  at  will  by  the  authorized  officer. 

B.  The  area  covered  by  a  temporary  use  permit  shall  be  no  greater 

than  is  necessary  to  accommodate  the  authorized  use  or  to  protect 
the  environment  or  provide  for  public  safety. 

D.  A  temporary  use  permit  may  be  renewed  at  the  discretion  of  the 

authorized  officer,  but  the  permittee  has  no  right  of  renewal. 
The  authorized  officer  may  modify  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
temporary  use  permit  at  the  time  of  renewal. 

E.  A  temporary  use  permit  may  be  assigned  at  the  discretion  of  the 

authorized  officer,  provided  the  use  for  which  the  permit  was 
issued  continues. 


2881.1-3  Reservation  of  Rights  to  the  United  States. 


All  rights  in  Federal  lands  subject  to  a  right-of-way  grant  or  temporary  use 
permit  not  expressly  granted  are  retained  by  the  United  States.  These 
rights  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

A.  A  continuing  right  of  access  across  right-of-way  and  temporary  use 
permit  areas  to  all  Federal  lands  (including  the  subsurface  and 
air  space). 

B.  A  continuing  right  of  physical  entry  to  any  part  of  the  pipeline 
system  for  inspection,  monitoring,  or  for  any  other  purpose  or 
reason  consistent  with  any  right  or  obligation  of  the  United 
States  under  any  law  or  regulation. 

C.  The  right  to  make,  issue,  or  grant  right-of-way  grants,  temporary 
use  permits,  easements,  leases,  licenses,  contracts,  patents, 
permits,  and  other  authorizations  to  or  with  third  parties  for 
compatible  uses  on,  under,  above,  or  adjacent  to  the  federal  lands 
subject  to  a  right-of-way  grant  or  temporary  use  permit. 
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2881.2  Terms  and  Conditions  of  Interest  Granted. 


A.  An  applicant,  by  accepting  a  right-of-way  grant  or  a  temporary  use 
permit,  agrees  and  consents  to  comply  with  and  be  bound  by  the 
following  terms  and  conditions,  excepting  those  which  the 
Secretary  may  waive  in  a  particular  case. 

1.  To  the  extent  practicable,  all  state  and  federal  laws 

applicable  to  the  pipeline  system  construction,  operation, 
and  maintenance  which  is  authorized  and  all  such  additional 
state  and  federal  law,  along  with  the  implementing 

regulations,  that  may  be  enacted  and  issued  during  the  term 
of  the  grant  or  permit. 

2.  That  the  pipeline  and  related  facilities  be  subject  to  the 
express  covenant  that  they  will  be  modified,  adapted,  or 
discontinued  within  the  provisions  of  the  Act  and  without 
liability  to  the  United  States,  if  found  by  the  Secretary 
that  the  use  of  the  land  for  pipeline  and  related  facility 
purposes  conflicts  with  any  future  proposed  use  or  occupancy 
of  the  land  when  it  is  determined  that  the  proposal  will 
better  serve  the  national  interest. 

3.  That  in  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
pipeline  and  related  facilities,  there  shall  be  no 
discrimination  against  any  employee  or  applicant  for 
employment  because  of  race,  creed,  color,  sex,  or  national 
origin  and  all  subcontracts  shall  include  an  identical 
provision. 

4.  To  build  and  repair  roads,  fences,  and  trails  that  may  be 
destroyed  or  damaged  by  construction,  operation,  or 
maintenance  of  the  pipeline  and  related  facilities  and  to 
build  and  maintain  suitable  crossings  for  roads  and  trails 
that  intersect  the  right-of-way  and  related  facilities. 

5.  To  do  everything  reasonably  within  his  or  her  power,  both 
independently  and  upon  request  of  the  authorized  officer,  to 
prevent  and  suppress  fires  on  or  near  the  right-of-way  and 
related  facilities.  This  includes  making  available  such 
construction  and  maintenance  forces  as  may  be  reasonably 
obtained  for  the  suppression  of  fires. 

B.  All  right-of-way  grants  and  temporary  use  permits  issued,  renewed, 
or  amended  under  these  regulations  shall  contain  such  terms, 
conditions,  and  stipulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
authorized  officer  regarding  extent,  duration,  survey,  location, 
construction,  operation,  maintenance,  use,  and  termination.  The 
authorized  officer  shall  impose  stipulations  which  shall  include, 
but  shall  not  be  limited  to: 

1.  Requirements  for  restoration,  revegetation,  and  curtailment 
of  erosion  of  the  surface  of  the  land. 
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2.  Requirements  to  insure  that  activities  in  connection  with  the 
right-of-way  grant  or  temporary  use  permit  shall  not  violate 
applicable  air  and  water  quality  standards  or  related 
facility  siting  standards  established  by  or  pursuant  to 
applicable  Federal  and  State  law. 

3.  Requirements  designed  to  control  or  prevent  damage  to  the 
environment  (including  damage  to  fish  and  wildlife  habitat), 
damage  to  public  or  private  property,  and  hazards  to  public 
health  and  safety. 

4.  Requirements  to  protect  the  interests  of  individuals  living 
in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  right-of-way  or  temporary  use 
permit  area  who  rely  on  the  fish,  wildlife,  and  biotic 
resources  of  the  area  for  subsistence  purposes. 

C.  Right-of-way  grants  or  temporary  use  permits  issued,  renewed  or 
amended  under  this  title  shall  include  requirements  which  comply 
with  applicable  Federal  and  State  law  that  will  protect  the  safety 
and  health  of  pipeline  workers  and  the  general  public,  including, 
but  not  limited  to  protection  against  the  sudden  rupture  and  slow 
degradation  of  the  pipeline.  Applicants  and  holders  shall  design, 
construct,  operate,  and  maintain  all  facilities  in  accordance  with 
applicable  Federal  and  State  law  governing  pipelines  and  pipeline 
construction. 


2881.3  Unauthorized  Occupancy 

No  holder  of  a  right-of-way  grant  or  temporary  use  permit  shall  use  or 
knowingly  allow  any  other  person  to  use  the  right-of-way  or  temporary  use 
permit  area  for  any  purpose  not  authorized  by  the  right-of-way  grant  or 
temporary  use  permit.  Any  person  occupying  or  using  Federal  lands  without 
authorization  may  be  subject  to  prosecution  under  applicable  law. 


Subpart  2883  -  Administration  of  Rights  Granted 
§  2883.1-4  Liability. 

(a)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (f)  of  this  section  holders  shall 
be  fully  liable  to  the  United  States  for  any  damage  or  injury  incurred  by 
the  United  States  in  connection  with  the  use  and  occupancy  of  the 
right-of-way  or  permit  area. 
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(b)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (f)  of  this  section,  holders  shall 
be  held  to  a  standard  of  strict  liability  for  any  activity  within  a 
right-of-way  or  permit  area  which  the  authorized  officer  determines,  in  his 
discretion,  presents  a  foreseeable  hazard  or  risk  of  damage  or  injury  to  the 
United  States.  The  activities  and  facilities  to  which  such  standard  shall 
apply  shall  be  specified  in  the  right-of-way  grant  or  temporary  use  permit. 
Strict  liability  shall  not  be  imposed  for  damage  or  injury  resulting 
primarily  from  .an  act  of  war  or  the  negligence  of  the  United  States.  To  the 
extent  consistent  with  other  laws,  strict  liability  shall  extend  to  costs 
incurred  by  the  United  States  for  control  and  abatement  of  conditions,  such 
as  fire  or  oil  spills,  which  threaten  lives,  property  or  the  environment, 
regardless  of  whether  the  threat  occurs  on  areas  that  are  under  Federal 
jurisdiction.  Stipulations  in  right-of-way  grants  and  temporary  use  permits 
imposing  strict  liability  shall  specify  a  maximum  limitation  on  damages 
which,  in  the  judgment  of  the  authorized  officer,  is  commensurate  with  the 
foreseeable  risks  or  hazards  presented.  The  maximum  limitation  shall  not 
exceed  $1,000,000  for  any  one  event,  and  any  liability  in  excess  of  such 
amount  shall  be  determined  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  negligence  of  the 
jurisdiction  in  which  the  damage  or  injury  occurred. 

(c)  In  any  case  where  strict  liability  is  imposed  and  the  damage  or 
injury  was  caused  by  a  third  party,  the  rules  of  subrogation  shall  apply  in 
accordance  with  the  law  of  the  jurisdiction  in  which  the  damage  or  injury 
occurred. 

(d)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (f)  of  this  section,  holders  shall 
be  fully  liable  for  injuries  or  damages  to  third  parties  resulting  from 
activities  or  facilities  on  lands  under  Federal  jurisdiction,  in  accordance 
with  the  law  of  the  jurisdiction  in  which  the  damage  or  injury  occurred. 

(e)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (f)  of  this  section,  holders  shall 
fully  indemnify  or  hold  harmless  the  United  States  for  liability,  damage  or 
claims  arising  in  connection  with  the  use  and  occupancy  of  right-of-way  or 
permit  areas. 


B- 14 


(f)  If  a  holder  is  a  State  or  local  government,  or  agency  or 
instrumentality  thereof,  it  shall  be  liable  to  the  fullest  extent  its  laws 
allow  at  the  time  it  is  granted  a  right-of-way  grant  or  temporary  use 
permit.  To  the  extent  such  a  holder  does  not  have  the  power  to  assume 
liability,  it  shall  be  required  to  repair  damage  or  make  restitution  to  the 
fullest  extent  of  its  powers  at  the  time  of  any  damage  or  injury. 

(g)  All  owners  of  any  interest  in,  and  all  affiliates  or  subsidiaries 
of  any  holder  of  a  right-of-way  grant  or  temporary  use  permit,  except  for 
corporate  stockholders,  shall  be  jointly  and  severally  liable  to  the  United 
States  in  the  event  that  a  claim  cannot  be  satisfied  by  a  holder. 

(h)  Except  as  otherwise  expressly  provided  in  this  section,  the 
provisions  in  this  section  for  a  remedy  is  not  intended  to  limit  or  exclude 
any  other  remedy. 

(i)  If  the  right-of-way  grant  or  temporary  use  permit  is  issued  to  more 
than  one  holder,  they  shall  be  jointly  and  severally  liable  under  this 
secti on. 

PART  3100  -  OIL  AND  GAS  LEASING 

Subpart  3105  -  Cooperative  Conservation  Provisions 

3105.4-1  Rights-of-Way 

Rights-of-way  for  oil  and  gas  pipelines  may  be  granted  as  provided  for  in 
Group  2800  of  this  chapter. 

Subpart  3109  -  Surface  Management  Requirements 

3109.2-1  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Stipulations 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  may  require  such  special  stipulations  as  are 
necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  lands  embraced  in  any  permit  or  lease. 
(See  Montana  Power  Decision  A  30310  December  3,  1965,  I.M.  No.  85-500 
December  23,  1966). 
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PART  221  -  OIL  AND  GAS  OPERATING  REGULATIONS 

Part  221. 1  -  Purpose  and  Scope 

The  regulations  in  this  part  govern  operations  associated  with  the 
exploration,  development,  and  production  of  oil  and  gas  deposits  from  leases 
issued  or  approved  by  the  United  States,  restricted  Indian  land  leases,  and 
those  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  by  law  or 
administrative  arrangement,  including  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  in 
Alaska.  They  are  intended  to  promote  the  orderly  and  efficent  exploration, 
development,  and  production  of  oil  and  gas. 


Part  221.20  General  Requirements 

The  lessee  shall  comply  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations;  with  the  lease 
terms,  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Orders,  NTLs;  and  with  other  orders  and 
instructions  of  the  supervisor.  These  include,  but  are  not  limited  to, 
conducting  all  operations  in  a  manner  which  ensures  the  proper  handling, 
measurement,  disposition,  and  site  security  of  leasehold  production;  which 
protects  other  natural  resources  and  environmental  quality;  which  protects 
life  and  property;  and  which  results  in  maximum  ultimate  economic  recovery 
of  oil  and  gas  with  minimum  waste  and  with  minimum  adverse  effect  on 

ultimate  recovery  of  other  mineral  resources. 

> 


Part  221. 30  Environmental  Obligations 

A.  The  lessee  shall  conduct  operations  in  a  manner  which  protects  the 
mineral  resources,  other  natural  resources,  and  environmental 
quality.  In  that  respect,  the  lessee  shall  comply  with  the 
pertinent  orders  of  the  Supervisor  and  other  standards  and 
procedures  as  set  forth  in  the  applicable  laws,  regulations,  lease 
terms  and  conditions,  and  the  approved  drilling  plan  or  subsequent 
operations  plan.  Before  approving  any  Application  for  Permit  to 
Drill  submitted  pursuant  to  Part  221.23,  or  other  plan  requiring 
environmental  review,  the  Supervisor  shall  prepare  an  environ¬ 
mental  record  of  review  or  an  environmental  assessment,  as 
appropriate.  These  environmental  documents  will  be  used  in 
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determining  whether  or  not  an  environmental  impact  statement  is 
required  and  in  determining  any  appropriate  terms  and  conditions 
of  approval  of  the  submitted  plan. 

B.  The  lessee  shall  exercise  due  care  and  diligence  to  assure  that 

leasehold  operations  do  not  result  in  undue  damage  to  surface  or 
subsurface  resources  or  surface  improvements.  All  produced  water 
must  be  disposed  of  by  injection  into  the  subsurface,  by  approved 
pits,  or  by  other  methods  which  have  been  approved  by  the 

Supervisor.  Upon  the  conclusion  of  operations,  the  lessee  shall 
restore  or  rehabilitate  the  disturbed  surface  in  a  manner  approved 
or  reasonably  prescribed  by  the  Supervisor. 

C.  All  spills  or  leakages  of  oil,  gas,  produced  water,  toxic  liquids, 

or  waste  materials,  blowouts,  fires,  personal  injuries,  and 

fatalities  shall  be  reported  by  the  lessee  in  accordance  with 
these  regulations  and  as  prescribed  in  applicable  order  or 
notices.  The  lessee  shall  exercise  due  diligence  in  taking 
necessary  measures,  subject  to  approval  by  the  Supervisor,  to 

control  and  remove  pollutants  and  to  extinguish  fires.  A  lessee's 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  regulations  in  this  part 
shall  not  relieve  the  lessee  of  the  obligation  to  comply  with 
other  applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

D.  When  reasonably  required  by  the  Supervisor,  a  contingency  plan 

shall  be  submitted  describing  procedures  to  be  implemented  to 

protect  life,  property,  and  the  environment. 

E.  The  lessee's  liability  for  damages  to  third  parties  shall  be 
governed  by  applicable  law. 

Part  221.31  Safety  Precautions 

The  lessee  shall  perform  operations  and  maintain  equipment  in  a  safe  and 
workmanlike  manner.  The  lessee  shall  take  all  precautions  necessary  to 
provide  adequate  protection  for  the  health  and  safety  of  life  and  the 
protection  of  property.  Compliance  with  health  and  safety  requirements 
prescribed  by  the  Supervisor  shall  not  relieve  the  lessee  of  the 
responsibility  for  compliance  with  other  pertinent  health  and  safety 
requirements  under  applicable  laws  or  regulations. 
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B. 3  CURRENT  LEASE  STIPULATIONS  ON  OCCUPANCY 


The  leases  within  the  proposed  Riley  Ridge  well  field  which  would  be 
restricted  by  stipulations  on  occupancy  are  listed  by  location  in  the 
following  table.  These  stipulations  are  designed  to  protect  surface 
resources  such  as  soils,  water,  and  wildlife  by  restricting  periods  of 
activity  and  areas  of  disturbance. 


> 
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SPECIAL  LEASE  STIPULATIONS 


Lease  Locations 


Special  Stipulations 


T24N ,  R113W 

Sec  8,  Lots  2,3 

(1) 

No  occupancy/surface  disturbance  within  300  feet 
of  irrigation  ditch 

T26N,  R115W 

Sec  1,  NE^SV^s,  S^SWij 

(2) 

No  occupancy/surface  disturbance  on  slopes  in 

Sec  2,  Lots  5,6,11,12,  ShHEh,  N^SE^ 

excess  of  35  percent 

Sec  12,  Lots  1,2, 3, 4,  WHE4,  NW^NW^s 

Sec  13,  Lots  1,5, 6, 8,  NW^NE^s,  SW^SE^s 

(3) 

No  exploration/development  activity  from  April  1 

to  May  14  (does  not  apply  to  operation/maintenance 
of  producing  wells) 

T27N,  R114W 

Sec  5,  Lots  17,18,22 

(3) 1 

Sec  8,  Lot  1 

(4) 

No  occupancy/surface  disturbance  on  slopes  in 
excess  of  25  percent 

T27N ,  R114W 

Sec  8,  Lots  7,14,  SV&NE^,  W^SE^s 

(5) 

No  occupancy/surface  disturbance  on  slopes  in 

Sec  9 ,  SW-sSW-s 

excess  of  40  percent 

(6) 

No  exploration/development  activity  from  November  1 
to  April  30 

(7) 

No  occupancy/activity  on  Sec  8,  W4SW4SE4 

T27N ,  R114W 

Sec  17,  Lot  8 

(2) 

Sec  21,  Eh,  ShSUk 

Sec  28,  all 

Sec  29,  Lots  1,10,11,20 

(3) 

T27N,  R114W 

Sec  22,  SW^NE^s,  NV^aNW^s ,  S^NV^s ,  SW^,  W^SE^a 

(5) 

(6) 

T28N,  R114W 

Sec  8,  Lot  1 

(5) 

(8) 

No  exploration  or  development  activity  from  March  1 
to  May  31 

(9) 

No  drilling  within  1,000  feet  of  live  water 

T28N ,  R114W 

Sec  9,  Sh 

(10) 

No  occupancy/surface  disturbance  (rare  and 

Sec  10,  SW*3 

endangered  fish  area) 

T28N ,  R114W 

Sec  21,  SW^NVAs 

(8) 

(11) 

No  occupancy/surface  disturbance  within  1,000  feet 
of  Sawmill  or  Hagarty  Creeks 

T28N ,  R114W 

Sec  27,  SW^ 

(8) 

(12) 

No  drilling/surface  disturbance  within  1,000  feet 
of  Black  Canyon  Creek 

T29N ,  R114W 

Sec  1,  Lots  1,2, 3, 4,  SW,  N4SWJs 

Sec  2,  Lots  1,4,  SE4NE4,  SW4NW4,  NE^SWPa 

(8) 

(13) 

No  occupancy/surface  disturbance  within  1,320  feet 

Sec  11,  SW4NE4,  SE4 

of  the  Lander  Cutoff-Oregon  Trail 

Sec  12,  NW4SW4,  S4S4 

(14) 

No  occupancy/surface  disturbance  within  1,000  feet 

Sec  13,  all 

of  South  Piney,  Fish,  or  Spring  Creeks 
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SPECIAL  LEASE  STIPULATIONS  (CONTINUED) 


Lease  Locations 


Special  Stipulations 


T29N ,  R114W 

Sec  3,  Lots  1,2, 3, 4,  S^NH,  SWla 
Sec  4,  Lots  1,2,3,  SEW* 


T29N ,  R114W 

Sec  4,  Lot  4,  S^NEls,  SW^NW^s,  S*5 
Sec  5,  Lots  1,2,3,  StyHs,  S*5 


T29N ,  R114W 
Sec  5,  Lot  4 

Sec  6,  Lots  1,2,  S^NEla,  SE*a 

Sec  7,  Eh 

Sec  9,  SE^SE-a 

Sec  17,  all 

Sec  18,  SE-s 

Sec  19  Eh 

T29N,  R114W 
Sec  9,  NJ{ 

Sec  14,  Eh 


T29N,  R114W 

Sec  9,  SW*a,  N^SE^a,  SW^aSE^a 
Sec  15,  Uh 


T29N,  R114W 
Sec  10,  all 
Sec  15,  Eh 


(5) 

(8) 

(13) 

(15)  No  use  of  Lander  Cutoff  as  access  road 


(8) 

(13) 

(15) 

(16)  No  occupancy/surface  disturbance  within 
of  South  Piney  Creek 


(5) 

(17)  No  occupancy/surface  disturbance  within 
of  Spring  and  South  Piney  Creeks 


(5) 

(8) 

(15) 

(18)  No  occupancy/surface  disturbance  within 
of  South  Piney  Creek 


(5) 

(8) 

(13) 

(15) 


(16) 

(19)  May  prohibit  exploration/development 
or  heavy  snow  periods 


T29N,  R114W 

Sec  10,  all  (16) 

Sec  15,  Eh  (19) 


T29N ,  R114W 

Sec  11,  NE-aNW-a  (18) 


T29N,  R114W 
Sec  14,  WH 


T29N ,  R114W 
Sec  18,  NE-a 
Sec  20,  all 


T29N,  R114W 

Sec  19,  Lots  1,2, 3, 4,  E Wh 
Sec  30,  Lots  1,2, 3, 4,  Etyft 


T29N ,  R114W 
Sec  21,  all 
Sec  28,  all 
Sec  29,  all 


(16) 

(19) 


(20)  No  occupancy/surface  disturbance  within 
of  Spring  Creek 


(3) 

(4) 
(20) 


(5) 

(17) 


1,000  feet 


500  feet 


500  feet 


ing  wet 


500  feet 
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SPECIAL  LEASE  STIPULATIONS  (CONTINUED) 


Lease  Locations 

Special  Stipulations 

T29N ,  R114W 

Sec  22,  all 

(5) 

Sec  23,  W4 

Sec  27,  Hh 

(8) 

T29N ,  R114W 

Sec  23,  Eh 

(5) 

(17) 

T29N ,  R114W 

Sec  24,  NW4,  ShSEh 

(8) 

(9) 

(21) 

No  occupancy/surface  activity  on  S4SE4 

T29N ,  R114W 

Sec  25,  W^NE-s,  W4 

(8) 

(19) 

(22) 

No  timber  cut  to  install  mud  sumps  or  drill 
locations 

site 

T29N ,  R114W 

Sec  27,  S4 

(5) 

(8) 

T29N ,  R115W 

Sec  1,  all 

(23) 

No  surface  occupancy  of  Sec  11,  E4,  E4W4 

Sec  2,  all 

(24) 

Unstable  soils  restriction 

Sec  11,  Eh,  EhUh 

Sec  14,  NE4,  EW,  S4 

(25) 

No  surface  occupancy  within: 

a.  500  feet  of  roads/highway  centerline; 

b.  200  feet  of  trails  centerline; 

c.  500  feet  of  high  water  line  of  streams, 

lakes , 

ponds,  reservoirs; 

d.  400  feet  of  springs; 

e.  400  feet  of  improvements. 

T29N ,  R115W 

Sec  12,  all 

(25) 

T29N ,  R115W 

Sec  13,  all 

(25) 

T30N ,  R114W 

Sec  1,  Lots  3,4,  SW4 

(26) 

No  exploration/development  December  1  to  March  31 

T30N ,  R114W 

Sec  2,  Lot  2,  SW4NE4,  SW4,  WhSEh 

Sec  3,  Lots  1,2,  S^NE^s ,  SW4,  S^sSE^s ,  NW4SE4 

(8) 

- 

T30N ,  R114W 

Sec  2,  Lots  3,4,  S4NW4 

Sec  3,  Lots  3,4,  SWi 

(8) 

T30N,  R114W 

Sec  10,  Nh,  N hsh,  ShSWs,  SWhSEh 

(8) 

T30N ,  R114W 

Sec  11,  NW4 

(27) 

No  exploration/development  from  November  16 
May  14 

to 

T30N ,  R114W 

Sec  11,  SE-s 

(28) 

No  occupancy/surface  activity  from  December 

1  to 

Sec  12,  SElsNE-s,  S«,  W4,  SWk,  SEhSWh,  ShSEh 

April  30 

(29)  No  occupancy/activity  on  Sec  12,  SE-sNE-s,  S^SE-s 
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SPECIAL  LEASE  STIPULATIONS  (CONTINUED) 


Lease  Locations 


Special  Stipulations 


T30N ,  R114W 
Sec  12,  NW-s 
T31N ,  R114W 
Sec  28,  SEhSUh 


T30N ,  R114W 
Sec  13,  S^SE-a 
Sec  14,  E^NE-a 

T30N ,  R114W 

Sec  14,  NW^NE-s ,  NE^NW^a,  E^SE^a 

T30N ,  R114W 
Sec  15,  S^NE-a 
Sec  17,  SW-a 
Sec  20,  N^,  SW^a 
Sec  23,  S^sSW-s 
Sec  26,  Eh,  NE^NW^a 

T30N ,  R114W 

Sec  23,  SW^SE-a 

Sec  24,  NE-a ,  NE-aNW^a 

Sec  35,  NE-a,  E«,  NE-aSV^a,  E^SEla,  NV^SE^a 
T30N ,  R114W 

Sec  26,  NWW-a,  S^NW^,  SV& 

Sec  30,  SE-aNE-a 


(8) 

(19) 

(30)  No  occupancy/surface  disturbance  within  1,000  feet 
of  North  Piney  Creek 


(6) 


(28) 


(6) 


(8) 

(31)  No  occupancy/surface  disturbance  within  1,000  feet 
of  Middle  Piney  or  Fish  Creeks 


(2) 

(3) 


T30N ,  R114W 

Sec  27,  SWi,  NhSh,  ShSEh 


T29N,  R115W 

Sec.  7,  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  Eh,  EhWh 
Sec.  8,  all 
Sec.  17  Wh 

Sec.  18[  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  Eh,  EhWh 
T30N,  R115W 

Sec.  13,  Lots  1,  2,  WHNE^a 
Sec.  24,  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  WhEh 


(32)  No  drilling  or  storage  facilities  within  500  feet 


of  live  water  or  the 

(25) 

(33)  No  surface  occupancy 
until  ES  is  prepared 


reservoi r 

that  will  alter  wilderness 
and  propriety  determined. 


(25) 

(33) 


T29N ,  R115W  (25) 

Sec.  5,  all  >  (33) 

Sec.  6,  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  N^NE-a,  EhWh,  EhSEh 
T30N,  R115W 

Sec.  30,  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  Eh,  E Wh 
Sec.  31,  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  E^,  EWh 

T30N,  R115W  (25) 

Sec.  25,  NV^a  (33) 

T30N ,  R115W  (25) 

Sec.  12,  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  W^,  SVtfa  (33) 

T30N ,  R115W  (25) 

Sec.  13,  N^SW-a  (33) 

Sec.  24,  N^SVfta 
Sec.  25,  Lot  2 
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SPECIAL  LEASE  STIPULATIONS  (CONTINUED) 


Lease  Locations 


Special  Stipulations 


T30N ,  R115W 

Sec.  1,  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  SW^sNEls, 
SijNWJs,  SWJs,  W^SEls 
T31N ,  R115W 
Sec.  36,  all 

T30N ,  R115W 
Sec.  2,  SE-s 
Sec.  11,  NE-s 
Sec.  12,  NW-s 

T30N ,  R115W 

Sec.  3,  Lots  1,  2,  S^NEls 

Sec.  10,  NE-s,  EhSEh 

Sec.  23,  Eh 

Sec.  26,  E^,  SW-s 

Sec.  27,  Eh 

Sec.  35,  all 

T30N ,  R115W 

Sec.  13,  NWis ,  SW-s 

Sec.  14,  SWs 

Sec.  23,  NW-s 

Sec.  24,  NW^ ,  S^SWi 

Sec.  25,  Lots  1,  3,  4,  W^,  SV& 

T29N ,  R115W 
Sec.  3,  all 

Sec.  4,  Eh,  NW-s ,  N^SV^s,  SEhSUh 


(25) 

(33) 


(25) 


(25) 

(33) 


(25) 


(25) 


T29N ,  R115W  (25) 

Sec.  6,  S^iNEls,  V^SEls 
Sec.  31,  NE-s 


T30N ,  R115W 

Sec.  2,  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  ShNh,  SWh 

Sec.  3,  SEJs 

Sec.  10,  W^SEJs 

Sec.  11,  Wh,  SE-s 

Sec.  15,  Eh 

Sec.  22,  Eh 

Sec.  23,  SUh 

Sec.  26,  NV& 

T31N ,  R115W 
Sec.  35,  NEi» 


(25) 

(34)  No  surface  occupancy  Middle  Piney  summer  home  area 
and  Sacajawea  campground. 

(35)  Lease  area  contains  critical  habitat  for  certain 
wildlife  species.  Proposed  activities  will  be 
discussed  before  entry. 


T30N , 

R115W 

(25) 

Sec. 

14, 

NE^s, 

S^SE-s 

T30N , 

R115W 

Sec. 

14, 

NWJs, 

N^SEls 

(25) 

Sec. 

22, 

Uh 

(33) 

Sec. 

27, 

Uh 

Sec. 

34, 

all 

Sec. 

36, 

Lots 

1,  2,  3,  4,  UhEh,  Uh 

J 

T30N , 

R115W 

(24) 

Sec. 

16, 

all 

(25) 

Sec. 

20, 

all 

(35) 

Sec. 

21, 

all 

(36) 

No  surface  occupancy  because 

high  surface 

Sec. 

29, 

all 

slope  failure,  and  proposed 

bighorn  sheep 

Sec. 

33, 

all 
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SPECIAL  LEASE  STIPULATIONS  (CONTINUED) 


Lease  Locations 


Special  Stipulations 


T30N ,  R115W  (25) 

Sec.  3,  Lots  3,  4,  SW,  SUk  (34) 

T29N ,  R115W  (24) 

Sec.  19,  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  E^,  EhWk  (25) 

Sec.  20,  WH  (35) 

Sec.  29,  'tih  (37) 

Sec.  30,  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  Eh,  E^W h 

T29N ,  R116W 
Sec.  24,  all 

T29 , R115W  (25) 

Sec.  9,  all  (38) 

Sec.  10,  all 

T30N ,  R115W  (25) 

Sec.  5,  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  S^,  S^  (39) 

Sec.  8,  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  Eh,  NW^s,  SEkSUk 
Sec.  9,  W h 

T30N ,  R115  W  (25) 

Sec.  9,  E^  (40) 

Sec.  10,  Vh 

Sec.  17,  all 

Sec.  28,  all 

Sec.  32,  all 


No  surface  occupancy  allowed  within  100  feet  of 
centerline  of  the  Lander-Oregon  Trail  in  Lots 
3,  4,  EW,  WJjSE^,  Sec.  19. 


Surface  use  restriction  due  to  steep  side  slopes 
and  adjacent  to  riparian  zones. 


Surface  use  restrictions  due  to  steep  side  slopes, 
riparian  zone,  avalanche  hazard,  high  surface 
runoff. 


Surface  use  restrictions  due  to  steep  access, 
riparian  zone,  also  area  of  proposed  planting 
of  mountain  sheep. 


Stipulations  are  described  as  they  first  appear  in  the  table;  thereafter,  they  are  referenced  by  number. 


> 


v 
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B. 4  WELL  FIELD  OIL  AND  GAS  OPERATING  MEASURES 


1.  There  shall  be  no  deviation  from  the  proposed  drilling  and/or  workover 

program  as  approved.  Safe  drilling  and  operating  practices  must  be 
observed.  All  wells,  whether  drilling,  producing,  suspended,  or 
abandoned,  shall  be  identified  in  accordance  with  43  CFR  3162.6.  Any 
changes  in  operations  must  have  prior  approval  of  the  Authorized 
Officer.  Pressure  tests  are  required  before  drilling  out  from  under 
all  casing  strings  set  and  cemented  in  place.  Blowout  preventer  (BOP) 
controls  must  be  installed  prior  to  drilling  the  surface  casing  plug 
and  will  remain  in  use  until  the  well  is  completed  or  abandoned.  BOPs 
will  be  inspected  and  operated  at  least  daily  to  insure  good  mechanical 
working  order,  and  this  inspection  recorded  on  the  daily  drilling 
report.  BOPs  will  be  pressure  tested  before  drilling  casing  cement 
plugs.  All  BOP  pressure  tests  must  be  recorded  on  the  daily  drilling 
report.  The  Authorized  Officer's  designated  representative  will  be 

notified  in  advance  of  pressure  tests. 

2.  All  shows  of  fresh  water  and  minerals  will  be  reported  and  protected. 
A  sample  will  be  taken  of  any  water  flows  and  furnished  the  Authorized 
Officer  for  analysis.  All  oil  and  gas  shows  will  be  adequately  tested 
for  commercial  possibilities,  reported,  and  protected. 

3.  No  location  will  be  constructed  or  moved,  no  well  will  be  plugged,  and 

no  drilling  or  workover  equipment  will  be  removed  from  a  well  to  be 
placed  in  a  suspended  status  without  prior  approval  of  the  Authorized 
Officer.  If  operations  are  to  be  suspended  for  more  than  30  days, 

prior  approval  must  be  obtained  and  notification  given  before 
resumption  of  operations. 

4.  In  the  event  abandonment  of  the  hole  is  desired,  an  oral  request  may  be 

granted  but  must  be  followed  within  15  days  with  a  "Notice  of  Intention 
to  Abandon"  (Form  3160-5).  Unless  the  plugging  is  to  take  place 

immediately  upon  receipt  of  oral  approval,  the  Authorized  Officer  must 
be  notified  at  least  48  hours  in  advance  of  the  plugging  of  the  well, 
in  order  that  a  representative  may  witness  plugging  operation.  The 
"Subsequent  Report  of  Abandonment"  (Form  3160-5)  must  be  submitted 

within  15  days  after  the  actual  plugging  of  the  well  bore,  reporting 
where  the  plugs  were  placed,  and  the  current  status  of  the  surface 
restoration.  If  surface  restoration  has  not  been  completed  at  that 

time,  a  follow-up  report  on  Form  3160-5  should  be  filed  when  all 

surface  restoration  work  has  been  completed  and  the  location  is 
considered  ready  for  final  inspection. 

5.  The  spud  date  will  be  reported  orally  to  the  Authorized  Officer  within 

48  hours  after  spudding.  If  the  spudding  occurs  on  a  weekend  or 

holiday,  wait  until  the  following  regular  workday  to  make  this  report. 
Periodic  drilling  progress  reports  must  be  filed  directly  with  the 

Authorized  Officer  on  a  frequency  and  form  or  method  as  may  be 

acceptable. 
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6.  In  accordance  with  "Notice  to  Lessee  -  Procedures  for  Reporting  and 
Accounting  for  Royalties"  (NTL-1)  each  well  must  be  reported  on 
Form  9-239  "Monthly  Report  of  Operations  and  Production",  starting  with 
the  month  in  which  operations  commence  and  continuing  each  month  until 
the  well  is  physically  plugged  and  abandoned.  This  report  should  be 
filed  in  duplicate  directly  with  the  BLM  District  Office-Division  of 
Minerals,  Rock  Springs,  Wyoming. 

7.  Any  change  in  the  program  must  be  approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

"Sundry  Notices  and  Reports  on  Wells"  (Form  3160-5)  must  be  filed  for 
all  changes  of  plans  and  other  operations  in  accordance  with  43  CFR 

and  3162.372.  Emergency  approval  may  be  obtained  orally,  but  such 

approval  does  not  waive  the  written  report  requirement.  Any  additional 
construction,  reconstruction ,  or  alterations  of  facilities,  including 
roads,  gathering  lines,  batteries,  etc.,  which  will  result  in  the 

disturbance  of  new  ground  will  require  the  filing  of  a  suitable  plan 
pursuant  to  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Order  No.  1  and  prior  approval  by  the 
Authorized  Officer. 

8.  Whether  the  wells  are  completed  as  dry  holes  or  as  producers,  the  "Well 

Completion  and  Recompletion  Report  and  Log"  (Form  3160-4)  will  be 
submitted  not  later  than  30  days  after  completion  of  the  well  or  after 
completion  of  operations  being  performed,  in  accordance  with  43  CFR 

3162.4-1.  Two  copies  of  all  logs  run,  core  descriptions,  core 
analyses,  well-test  data,  geologic  summaries,  sample  descriptions,  and 
all  other  surveys  or  data  obtained  and  compiled  during  the  drilling, 
workover,  and/or  completion  operations,  will  be  filed  with  Form  3160.4. 
Samples  (cuttings,  fluid,  and/or  gas)  will  be  submitted  only  when 
requested  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

9.  Significant  surface  values  are  involved  at  these  locations. 
Accordingly,  the  operator  must  notify  the  Authorized  Officer's 
representative  at  least  3  days  prior  to  commencing  field  operations  to 
allow  him/her  to  be  present  for  consultation  during  the  construction  of 
roads  and  wel 1  pads. 

10.  If  a  replacement  rig  is  contemplated  for  completion  operations,  a 
"Sundry  Notice"  (Form  3160-5)  to  that  effect  must  be  filed  for  prior 
approval  of  the  Authorized  Officer,  and  all  conditions  of  the  APD  are 
applicable  during  all  operations  conducted  with  the  replacement  rig. 

11.  Pursuant  to  "Notice  to  Lessee  -  Disposal  of  Produced  Water"  (NTL-2B) 
requirements  for  new  wells,  these  APDs  are  authorization  for  unlined 
pit  disposal  of  the  water  produced  from  these  wells  for  a  period  of 
90  days  from  the  date  of  initial  production  for  sales  purposes.  During 
this  period,  an  application  for  approval  of  the  permanent  disposal 
method,  along  with  the  required  water  analysis  and  other  information 
must  be  submitted  for  the  Authorized  Officer's  approval. 

12.  APDs  will  be  valid  for  a  period  of  one  year  from  the  date  of  approval. 
If  the  permit  terminates,  any  surface  disturbance  created  under  the  APD 
must  be  rehabilitated  in  accordance  with  the  approved  plan. 
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13.  All  tank  batteries  constructed  must  be  surrounded  by  a  fire  wall  of 
sufficient  capacity  to  contain  the  storage  capacity  of  the  batteries 
adequately. 

14.  Discharges,  spills,  fires,  accidents,  or  blowouts  must  be  reported  to 
the  Authorized  Officer  in  accordance  with  "Notice  to  Lessee  -  Reporting 
of  Undesirable  Events"  (NTL-3A). 

15.  Venting  or  flaring  of  hydrocarbons  will  be  in  accordance  with  "Notice 
to  Lessee  -  Venting  or  Flaring  of  Gas  or  Oil"  (NTL-4A)  and  must  receive 
prior  approval  of  the  Authorized  Officer. 

16.  The  Authorized  Officer  should  be  notified  sufficiently  in  advance  of 
actual  well  plugging  work  so  that  a  representative  may  have  an 
opportunity  to  witness  the  well  plugging  operation. 

17.  Upon  completion  of  approved  plugging,  the  operator  will  erect  the 
regulation  marker  in  accordance  with  43  CFR  3162.6  and  clean  up  the 
location.  The  marker  should  not  be  less  than  4  inches  in  diameter, 
10  feet  in  length  with  approximately  4  feet  above  general  ground  level, 
and  the  top  plugged  or  capped.  All  necessary  pits  or  holes,  including 
the  cellar,  must  be  backfilled  immediately  upon  abandonment. 

18.  The  following  minimum  information  shall  be  permanently  placed  on  the 
marker  with  a  plate,  cap,  or  beaded-on  with  a  welding  torch: 

o  Name  of  the  Operator, 

o  Lease  serial  number, 

o  Well  number. 

o  Well  location  by  1/4  1/4  section  or  footage,  township,  and  range. 

19.  Final  release  from  liability  will  be  issued  by  the  Authorized  Officer 

when  all  the  provisions  of  the  APD,  including  incorporation  of  the 
Erosion  Control,  Revegetation,  and  Restoration  Guidelines 

(Appendix  B-E),  and  Surface  Owner's  Rehabilitation  Plan  are  complete. 

20.  Holder  shall  give  immediate  notice  of  any  spill  or  leakage,  in 

violation  of  43  CFR  110.5,  of  oil  or  other  pollutant  from  the  pipeline 
to:  1)  the  Authorized  Officer;  and  2)  such  other  federal  and  state 

officials  as  are  required  by  law  to  be  given  such  notice.  Any  oral 
notice  shall  be  confirmed  in  writing  within  72  hours  of  any  occurrence. 
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B.  5  GENERAL  MEASURES 


1.  A  Notice  to  Proceed  requirement  will  be  appended  to  these  (rights- 
of-way,  grants,  permits)  stipulating  that  no  construction  or  use  shall 
occur  until  detailed  construction  and  use  plans  have  been  received  and 
approved  by  the  authorized  officer. 

2.  All  activities  associated  with  the  project  will  be  conducted  in  a 
manner  that  will  avoid  or  minimize  degradation  of  air,  land,  and  water 
quality.  In  the  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and  termination 
of  the  projects,  activities  will  be  performed  in  accordance  with 
applicable  air  and  water  quality  standards,  and  related  plans  of 
implementation,  including  but  not  limited  to,  the  Clean  Air  Act,  as 
amended  (42  USC  1321)  and  the  Clean  Water  Act  as  amended  (USC  1251). 

3.  Permittees  and  other  regular  users  of  public  lands  affected  by 
construction  of  the  projects  will  be  notified  in  advance  of  any 
construction  activity  that  may  affect  their  businesses  or  operations. 
This  will  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  signing  of  temporary  road 
closures,  and  notification  of  proposed  removal  and/or  cutting  of 
fences,  and  disturbances  to  range  improvements  or  other  use-related 
structures. 

4.  During  the  final  survey  of  the  linear  facilities  (pipelines, 
transmission  lines,  etc.),  the  centerline  and  outside  boundaries  of  the 
linear  facilities  will  be  staked  and  flagged.  Stakes  will  be  no  more 
than  200  yards  apart  on  open  rangelands  and  a  maximum  of  100  feet  apart 
on  forested  lands.  Holder/operator  name  and  station  numbers  of  the 
survey  will  be  written  on  each  stake  or  hub.  Where  the  linear 
facilities  parallel  an  existing  line,  the  existing  line  will  be  flagged 
where  necessary  to  avoid  disturbance  of  thq  existing  line.  The 
Authorized  Officer  reserves  the  right  to  make  adjustments  in  right- 
of-way  alignment  as  may  be  necessary  to  minimize  environmental  impacts. 

5.  The  Company  shall,  at  all  times  during  construction,  maintenance,  and 
operation,  maintain  satisfactory  spark  arrestors  on  all  steam  and 
internal  combustion  engines  and  on  all  flues  used  in  operations  under 
this  grant. 

6.  The  Company  shall  furnish  the  Authorized  Officer  with  engineering 
drawings  of  the  existing  ground  profile  and  plan,  and  profile  views  of 
the  facilities  to  be  constructed.  These  drawings  must  portray  typical 
cross  sections  (i.e.,  cut,  fill,  bench  sections,  etc.)  at  representa¬ 
tive  points  along  or  within  the  right-of-way. 

7.  Prior  to  placing  the  pipeline  system  in  operation,  the  Holder  shall 
inspect  ail  new  main  line  girth  welds  using  radiographic  or  other 
techniques  approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

Holder  agrees  that  any  welding  required  on  the  converted  line  on 
Federal  lands  shall  be  inspected  using  radiographic  or  other  techniques 
approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 
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Holder  shall  provide  for  inspection  of  pipeline  system  construction  to 
ensure  compliance  with  the  approved  design  specifications  and  these 
stipulations. 

8.  At  least  one  year  prior  to  termination  or  to  abandonment  of  the 
facilities  authorized  by  this  grant,  the  Holder  shall  contact  the 
Authorized  Officer  to  arrange  a  joint  inspection  of  the  right-of-way. 
The  inspection  will  be  held  to  agree  on  an  acceptable  abandonment  and 
rehabilitation  plan.  The  Authorized  Officer  must  approve  the  plan  in 
writing  prior  to  the  Holder  commencing  any  abandonment  and/or 
rehabilitation  activities.  The  plan  may  include  removal  of  drainage 
structures  or  surface  material;  recontouring;  replacement  of  topsoil; 
seeding,  mulching,  etc. 

9.  The  Company  shall  install  and  use  Federal  Communication  Commission 
approved  radio  equipment  in  such  a  way  that  it  will  not  interfere  with 
the  operation  of  other  users'  equipment.  If,  however,  there  is  a  radio 
or  electronic  interference  with  other  users'  operation  which  is 
traceable  to  the  grantee's  equipment,  the  Company  shall  immediately 
make  such  modifications  to  its  equipment  as  shall  eliminate  the  cause 
of  interference  at  no  cost  to  the  Government  or  will  discontinue  use  of 
said  equipment  until  cause  of  interference  has  been  eliminated. 

10.  Prior  to  the  beginning  of  operations,  the  Holder  shall  submit  to  the 
Authorized  Officer  a  certification  of  construction,  verifying  that  the 
facility  has  been  constructed  and  tested  in  accordance  with  the  terms 
of  the  right-of-way  grant,  and  in  compliance  with  the  required  plans 
and  speci fi cations ,  and  applicable  federal  and  state  laws  and  regula¬ 
tions"!  An  "as  bUilt"  survey  map  will  be  submitted  to  the  Authorized 
Officer  within  60  days  after  construction  is  completed. 

11.  Upon  receipt  of  a  certification  of  construction,  when  all  development 
and  rehabilitation  have  been  completed,  a  joint  compliance  check  of  the 
right-of-way  shall  be  made  by  the  Company  and  the  Authorized  Officer  or 
designated  representative  to  determine  compliance  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  grant.  The  Company  shall  perform,  at  its  own 
expense,  any  required  modifications  or  additional  reclamation  work  for 
compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  grant. 

12.  The  Company  shall  conduct  all  activities  directly  or  indirectly 
associated  with  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  this 
facility  within  the  limits  of  these  (rights-of-way,  permits).  In  the 
event  that  areas  outside  of  the  (rights-of-way,  permits)  are  needed, 
the  Company  shall  obtain  a  separate  authorization  for  that  use. 

13.  The  Holder  shall  comply  with  the  applicable  federal  and  state  laws  and 
regulations  concerning  the  use  of  pesticides  (i.e.,  insecticides, 
herbicides,  fungicides,  rodenticides ,  and  other  similar  substances)  in 
all  activities/operations  under  this  Grant.  The  Holder  shall  obtain 
from  the  Authorized  Officer  approval  of  a  written  plan  prior  to  the  use 
of  such  substances.  The  plan  should  be  submitted  no  later  than 
December  1  of  any  calendar  year  that  covers  the  proposed  activities  for 
the  next  fiscal  year  (i.e.,  December  1,  1983,  deadline  for  a  fiscal 
year  1985  action).  If  need  for  emergency  use  of  pesticides  is 
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identified,  the  use  must  be  approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  The 
use  of  substances  on  or  near  the  right-of-way  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  the  approved  plan.  A  pesticide  shall  not  be  used  if  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  has  prohibited  its  use.  A  pesticide  shall  be  used  only 
in  accordance  with  its  registered  uses  and  within  other  limitations  if 
the  Secretary  has  imposed  limitations.  Pesticides  shall  not  be 
permanently  stored  on  public  lands  authorized  for  use  under  this  Grant. 

14.  The  Company  shall  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  facilities  and 
structures  within  these  (grants,  permits)  in  strict  conformity  with  the 
descriptive  and  technical  data  which  was  furnished  the  BLM  or  the  FS  in 
connection  with  the  application  for  these  (grants,  permits).  Any 
relocation,  additional  construction,  or  use  which  is  not  in  accord  with 
such  data  may  not  be  initiated  without  the  prior  written  approval  of 
the  Authorized  Officer.  A  copy  of  the  complete  application  and  a  copy 
of  the  (grant,  permit)  stipulations  shall  be  available  on  location 
during  construction  and  rehabilitation  to  all  supervisory  personnel  and 
to  the  Authorized  Officer.  Noncompliance  with  the  above  will  be 
grounds  for  the  Authorized  Officer  to  shut  down  the  operation  until 
compliance  is  obtained. 

15.  The  Company  shall  schedule  and  attend  a  preconstruction  conference  with 
the  Authorized  Officer  and  his  representative  prior  to  commencing  any 
construction  activities  on  these  (rights-of-way,  permits).  The  Company 
or  his  representative  and  all  of  his  contractors  or  agents  involved 
with  construction  under  these  (rights-of-way,  permits)  shall  attend 
this  conference.  The  Company  shall  contact  the  Authorized  Officer  or 
his  representati ve  at  least  10  working  days  (2  weeks)  prior  to  the 
anticipated  start  of  construction  to  schedule  this  conference. 

16.  The  requirements  within  the  Erosion  Control,  Revegetation,  and 
Reclamation  Guidelines  and  FS-BLM  Roading  Guidelines  for  Oil  and  Gas 
Development  will  be  followed  in  the  development  of  the  CU  Plans  and  in 
developing  procedures  for  the  APDs. 

17.  Holder  shall  conduct  all  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
activities  in  a  manner  that  will  avoid  or  minimize  degradation  of  air, 
land,  and  water  quality.  Toxic  material  shall  not  be  released  in  any 
lake  or  water  drainage.  All  construction  work  and  subsequent  use  of 
the  right-of-way  shall  be  consistent  with  applicable  federal,  state, 
and  local  laws  and  regulations  relating  to  safety,  water  quality,  and 
public  health.  Unless  otherwise  approved  in  writing  by  the  Authorized 
Officer,  dikes  or  cofferdams  shall  be  installed  to  separate  concrete 
work  areas  from  lakes  or  streams  during  construction.  Mobile  ground 
equipment  shall  be  kept  within  the  right-of-way  and  out  of  the  waters 
of  lakes,  streams  or  rivers  except  as  permitted  by  the  Authorized 
Officer. 

18.  It  shall  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Holder  to  comply  with  the 
construction  practices  and  mitigating  measures  established  by  33 
CFR  323.4  which  set  forth  the  parameters  of  the  "nationwide  permit" 
required  by  Section  404  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  If 
the  proposed  action  exceeds  the  parameters  of  the  nationwide  permit, 
the  Holder  shall  obtain  an  "individual  permit"  from  the  appropriate 
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office  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  provide  BLM  a  copy  of  that  permit 
prior  to  commencing  actual  construction.  Failure  to  comply  with  this 
requirement  shall  be  cause  for  revocation  of  this  right-of-way  grant. 

19.  The  power  transmission  and  distribution  lines  shall  be  designed  and 
constructed  in  accordance  with  accepted  standards  and  specifications 
for  power  transmission  lines  of  similar  voltage,  capacity,  and  purpose. 
The  Company  shall  place  and  maintain  suitable  structures  and  devices  to 
reduce  to  a  reasonable  degree,  the  liability  of  contact  between  its 
power  transmission  line  and  telegraph,  telephone,  signal,  or  other 
power  transmission  lines  heretofore  constructed  and  shall  also  place 
and  maintain  suitable  structures  and  devices  to  reduce  to  a  reasonable 
degree,  the  liability  of  any  structures  or  wires  falling  or  obstructing 
traffic  or  endangering  life  on  highways  or  roads. 

20.  Natural  phenomena  which  occur  on  government  land,  such  as  avalanches, 
rising  waters,  high  winds,  falling  limbs  or  trees,  and  other  hazards, 
present  risks  to  the  Company's  property  which  the  Company  assumes.  The 
Company  has  the  responsibility  of  inspecting  the  site,  right-of-way, 
and  immediate  adjoining  area  for  dangerous  trees,  hanging  limbs,  and 
other  evidence  of  hazardous  conditions  and,  after  securing  permission 
from  the  FS  or  BLM,  of  removing  such  hazards  in  order  to  protect  the 
Company 1 s  i mprovements . 

21.  The  Company  shall  perform  all  work  with  explosives  and  flammable 

materials  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  endanger  life  or  property.  All 
storage  places  for  explosives  and  flammable  material  shall  be  marked 
"DANGEROUS" .  The  method  of  storing  and  handling  explosives  and 

flammable  materials  shall  conform  to  recommended  procedures  contained 
in  the  "Blasters  Handbook"  published  by  E.  I.  du  Pont  de  Nemours  and 
Company,  and  in  all  federal,  state,  and  local  laws  and  regulations. 

22.  These  (rights-of-way,  permits)  do  not  convey  access  across  private, 
patented,  state  or  fee  lands.  These  (rights-of-way,  permits)  are 
issued  on  the  condition  that  the  Company  has  secured  or  will  secure  the 
necessary  additional  rights-of-way.  The  Company  shall  be  required  to 
show  that  they  have  secured  consent  for  access  across  private, 
patented,  state,  or  fee  land  prior  to  BLM-FS  granting  rights-of-way  or 
permits. 

23.  No  signs  or  advertising  devices  shall  be  erected  on  the  area  designated 
by  this  permit  or  highways  leading  thereto,  without  prior  approval  by 
the  FS  or  BLM  as  to  location,  design,  size,  color,  and  message. 
Erected  signs  shall  meet  standards  provided  by  the  Authorized  Officer 
and  be  maintained  or  renewed  as  necessary. 

24.  The  Company  shall  protect  all  survey  monuments,  witness  corners, 
reference  monuments,  and  bearing  trees  within  these  (rights-of-way, 
permits)  against  disturbance  during  construction,  operation,  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  rehabilitation.  If  any  monuments,  corners,  or  accessories 
are  destroyed,  obliterated,  or  damaged  during  construction,  operation, 
or  maintenance,  Holder  shall  secure  the  services  of  a  Registered  Land 
Surveyor  to  restore  the  disturbed  monuments,  corners,  or  accessories, 
at  the  same  location,  using  surveying  procedures  found  in  the 
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Manual  of  Surveying  Instructions  for  the  Survey  of  the  Public  Lands  of 

the  United  States,  latest  edition.  Holder  shall  record  such  survey  in 

the  appropriate  county  and  shall  send  a  copy  to  the  Wyoming  State  BLM 
Office,  P.0.  Box  1828,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82001. 

25.  Garbage  and  other  refuse  will  be  stored  in  containers  at  all  times  and 
disposed  of  at  least  once  a  week  in  authroized  county- approved  sanitary 
site  or  landfill.  Used  engine  oil  which  is  changed  on  federal  lands 
will  be  stored  in  suitable  containers  and  delivered  to  secondary 
refineries.  No  fuel,  oil,  or  other  hydrocarbon  spills  are  permitted. 
If  such  a  spill  accidentally  occurs,  the  Authorized  Officer  will  be 
notified  immediately  and  corrective  measures  undertaken  *  as  directed. 

26.  Within  30  days  after  conclusion  of  construction  and  operation,  all 
construction  materials  related  litter  and  debris  shall  be  disposed  of 
in  accordance  with  instructions  from  the  Authorized  Officer. 

27.  Under  the  terms  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  the  Company  will 
conduct  surveys,  no  more  than  one  year  prior  to  disturbance,  to 
determine  if  listed  species  or  their  habitats  might  be  present  on  areas 
to  be  disturbed  by  any  of  the  proposed  action,  or  alternatives, 
regardless  of  land  ownership.  If  it  is  determined  that  listed  species 
or  their  habitats  might  be  present  and  could  be  affected  by  the 
proposals,  appropriate  consultations  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  will  be  conducted  by  the  federal  authorizing  agency.  No 
activities  will  be  authorized  until  consultation  is  complete  as 
specified  by  Section  7(c)  of  the  consultation  process  which  would 
specify  the  mitigation  measures  to  be  carried  out.  The  Biological 
Opinion  issued  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  as  a  result  of  the 
consultation  process  will  specify  the  mitigation  measures  to  be  carried 
out  by  the  Company. 

The  Holder  shall  develop  a  conservation  plan  consistent  with  the  FWS 
Biological  Opinion  that  will  ensure  the  continued  existence  of 
threatened  or  endangered  species  is  not  jeopardized  or  that  their 
critical  habitat  is  not  destroyed  or  adversely  modified. 

28.  Any  active  golden  eagle  nest  found  within  1  mile  of  project  activities 
will  be  protected  from  harassment  during  the  critical  nesting  period 
because  of  provisions  established  by  the  Bald  Eagle  Protection  Act 
which  requires  protection  of  the  golden  eagle  and  its  nests. 

29.  For  transmission  or  powerlines,  the  Company  shall  meet  all  requirements 
contained  in  Suggested  Practices  for  Raptor  Protection  on  Powerlines. 
Prior  to  construction,  the  Company  shall  provide  the  Authorized  Officer 
with  drawings  which  show  phase  spacings,  configurations,  and  grounding 
practices  for  this  power  distribution  line.  The  Company  shall  modify 
any  structures  not  in  conformance  with  Suggested  Practices  for  Raptor 
Protection  on  Powerlines  as  determined  by  the  Authori zed  Officer. 

30.  All  reserve  and  produced  water  pits  will  be  fenced.  Reserve  pits  will 

be  fenced  on  three  sides  during  drilling  operations.  The  fourth  side 

will  be  fenced  following  release  of  the  drilling  rig.  All  fences  will 

be  constructed  and  maintained  in  accordance  with  design  standards 
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appended  to  each  permit  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  All  reserve  and 
produced  water  pits  will  be  dye-tested  for  leaking  into  streams  when 
deemed  necessary  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

31.  All  river,  stream,  and  wash  crossings  required  for  access  to  project 
facilities  will  be  at  existing  roads  or  bridges,  except  at  locations 
designated  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  Culverts  or  bridges  will  be 
installed  at  points  where  new  permanent  access  roads  cross  live  streams 
to  allow  fish  unobstructed  passage.  Where  temporary  roads  cross 
drainages  or  dirt  fills,  culverts  will  be  installed  during  construction 
and  removed  upon  completion  of  the  project.  Any  construction  activity 
in  a  perennial  stream  is  prohibited  unless  specifically  allowed  by  the 
Authorized  Officer.  All  stream  channels  and  washes  will  be  returned  to 
their  natural  state  as  quickly  as  possible.  Such  construction,  when  it 
would  occur  on  National  Forest  Land,  will  be  managed  under  the 
restrictions  in  the  Forest  Service  and  Department  of  Agriculture  Policy 
Statement  No.  2019,  dated  July  8,  1980.  All  construction  for  stream 
crossings  will  also  follow  the  Stream  Protection  section  of  the  Erosion 
Control,  Revegetation,  and  Restoration  Guidelines  stipulation. 

32.  The  riparian  zone  of  stream  crossings  shall  be  rehabilitated 
immediately  after  construction  is  completed.  Until  riparian  vegetation 
is  established,  the  disturbed  area  shall  be  protected  on  each  side  of 
the  stream  to  prevent  sediment  contamination  of  the  stream  and/or 
erosion  of  the  banks. 

33.  A  buffer  strip  of  terrestrial  vegetation  will  be  left  between  staging 
areas  and  riparian  vegetation  adjacent  to  the  stream.  Riparian 
vegetation  will  not  be  counted  upon  as  a  buffer  strip  because  silt 
collected  by  the  riparian  vegetation  might  enter  the  stream  during  high 
water  periods. 

34.  Areas  subject  to  mudflows,  landslides,  mudslides,  avalanches,  rock 

falls,  and  other  types  of  mass  movement  will  be  avoided  where  practical 
when  locating  linear  facilities.  Where  avoidance  is  not  practical,  the 
design,  based  upon  detailed  field  investigations  and  analyses,  will 

provide  measures  to  prevent  the  occurrence  of  mass  movements. 

35.  Watering  or  other  approved  dust  abatement  procedures  will  be  done  to 
prevent  severe  wind  erosion  and  loss  of  soil  materials  during 
construction. 

36.  In  compliance  with  the  CU  Plan,  the  Company  will  reclaim  the  surface  of 
disturbed  areas  to  conform  with  adjacent  terrain  by  replacing  fills  in 
the  original  cuts,  replacing  soil  material,  water  barring,  and 
revegetating  the  surface. 

37.  In  right-of-way  or  permit  clearing  in  timbered  areas,  all  tree  stumps 

will  be  cut  as  low  as  practical,  but  not  higher  than  14  inches.  The 

trees  will  be  limbed  and  stacked  adjacent  to  the  right-of-way.  During 
cleanup,  all  clearing  and  grubbing  debris  (slash),  excluding  stumps  and 
useable  products  will  be  piled  for  burning  or  buried  as  specified  by 
the  Authorized  Officer. 
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38.  Preclearing  of  mountain  brush  and  tree-covered  areas  prior  to  dozer  and 
maintenance  blade  work  will  be  required.  Preclearing  will  involve  hand 
cutting  brush  and  trees  and  removing  them  to  designated  areas. 

39.  The  clearing  of  timber,  to  reduce  fire  hazard,  will  be  limited  to  the 
right-of-way. 

40.  Right-of-way  clearing  in  timbered,  dense  shrub,  and  scenic  areas  shall 
be  done  in  accordance  with  the  approved  clearing  plan  and  shall  be 
limited  to  a  minimum  width  necessary  to  prevent  interference  of  trees 
and  other  vegetation  with  the  facility  construction.  Authorized 
Officer  may  require  clearing  to  be  "feathered  or  graded"  with  curved  or 
undulating  boundaries  to  lessen  visual  "tunnel"  effect.  In  locations 
where  the  right-of-way  enters  timber,  including  dense  shrub,  from 
meadows  or  other  open  areas,  the  Authorized  Officer  may  require 
clearing  to  be  "feathered"  into  the  timber  in  order  to  retain  maximum 
natural  vegetative  patterns.  Authorized  Officer  may  require  a 
landscape  architect  to  assist  in  the  design  of  the  clearing  plan. 
Right-of-way  clearing  in  canyons  spanned  by  power  lines  will  be  limited 
to  that  required  to  build  the  line  and  maintain  clearance  with  the 
conductor.  Trees  and  shrubs  will  be  cleared  by  hand  on  fragile  steep 
slopes  and  rock  areas  as  identified  by  the  Authorized  Officer  prior  to 
construction.  If  any  merchantable  timber  is  involved  in  right-of-way 
clearing,  it  must  be  harvested  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the 

BlM/FS  timber  sale  contract. 

41.  A  plan  to  minimize  visual  impacts  from  structures  will  be  required  as  a 
part  of  the  CU  Plan.  The  holder  will  design  the  pipeline  routes  and 
ancillary  structures  to  blend  into  the  existing  environment  so  as  to 
meet  the  minimum  degree  of  contrast  acceptable  for  the  Visual  Resources 
Management  Class  and  Visual  Quality  Objectives  in  which  the  structures 
would  be  located.  The  Authorized  Officer  will  evaluate  and  approve 
measures  before  construction  begins. 

42.  The  Company  shall  paint  all  permanent  structures  (on  site  for  a  period 
longer  than  90  days  after  construction)  a  flat,  noncontrasting  color 
that  is  harmonious  with  the  adjacent  landscape.  Exceptions  to  this 
requirement  would  be  determined  on  a  case-by-case  basis  by  the 
Authorized  Officer  because  of  varying  levels  of  sensitivity,  or 
structures  which  require  safety  coloration  in  accordance  with 
Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  requirements.  Prior  to 
use,  color  selection  will  be  approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

43.  Prior  to  any  surface  disturbing  activity,  the  Company,  in  consultation 
with  the  Authorized  Officer  and  the  Wyoming  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer,  shall  make  an  inventory  of  all  archaeological  and  historical 
sites  within  these  (rights-of-way,  permits)  areas  if  it  has  not 
previously  been  done.  The  Company  shall  develop  a  cultural  resources 
plan  to  locate  cultural  resources  which  would  be  directly  affected  by 
the  project  through  the  use  of  a  Class  III  field  survey.  The  plan  will 
define  inventory  extent  and  intensity  of  the  site-specific  surveys. 

44.  Any  cultural  resource  (historic  or  prehistoric  site  or  object) 
discovered  by  the  Company  or  any  person  working  on  his  behalf,  shall  be 
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immediately  reported  to  the  Authorized  Officer.  The  Company  shall 
suspend  all  operations  in  the  area  of  such  discovery  until  written 
authorization  to  proceed  is  issued  by  the  Authroized  Officer.  An 
evaluation  of  the  discovery  will  be  made  by  the  Authorized  Officer  and 
state  to  determine  appropriate  actions  to  prevent  the  loss  of 
significant  cultural  values.  The  Company  will  be  responsible  for  the 
cost  of  evaluations  and  for  mitigation.  Mitigation  may  include 
rerouting  or  excavation,  and  any  decision  as  to  proper  mitigation 
measures  will  be  made  by  the  Authorized  Officer  after  consulting  with 
the  Holder. 

45.  The  Company  will  provide  an  approved  archaeologist  to  execute  and 

monitor  surveys  and  discoveries  during  construction  of  all  project 
facilities. 

46.  The  Company  will  provide  a  qualified  paleontologist  who  would  be 

approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  The  paleontologist  will  conduct  an 
intensive  survey  of  all  areas  to  be  disturbed  according  to  the 

significance  and  mitigation  needs.  The  paleontologist  will  be 

available,  as  needed,  during  surface  disturbance.  If  the  paleontolo¬ 
gist  determines  that  values  will  be  disturbed,  construction  will  be 
halted  until  appropriate  action  can  be  taken. 

47.  The  Company  will  be  required  to  control  off-road  vehicular  use  within 
these  (rights-of-way,  permits). 

During  construction,  the  Holder  shall  regulate  access  and  vehicular 
traffic  as  required  to  protect  the  public,  wildlife,  and  livestock  from 
hazards  associated  with  the  project.  The  Holder  shall  permit  free  and 
unrestricted  public  access  to  and  upon  the  right-of-way  except  in  areas 
designated  as  restricted  by  the  Holder.  All  restricted  areas  shall  be 
approved  in  advance  in  writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

The  Holder  shall  be  allowed,  with  prior  written  approval  from  the 
Authorized  Officer,  to  close  the  road  to  public  access  for  limited 
periods  during  the  construction  phase  of  the  project  should  it  be 
necessary  to  do  so  to  protect  and  insure  public  health  and  safety.  At 
all  other  times,  the  Holder  shall  permit  free  and  unrestricted  public 
access  to  and  upon  the  right-of-way. 

48.  Disturbance  of  improvements  such  as  fences,  roads,  and  watering 
facilities  during  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  rights-of-way 
must  be  kept  to  an  absolute  minimum.  Immediate  restoration  of  any 
damage  to  improvements  to  at  least  their  former  state  will  be  required. 
Functional  use  of  these  improvements  must  be  maintained  at  all  times. 
When  necessary  to  pass  through  a  fence  line,  the  fence  shall  be  braced 
on  both  sides  of  the  passageway  prior  to  cutting  of  the  fence.  A  gate 
acceptable  to  the  Authorized  Officer  shall  be  installed  in  the  gate 
opening  and  kept  closed  when  not  in  actual  use.  Where  a  permanent  road 
is  to  be  constructed  or  maintained,  cattle  guards  shall  be  placed  at 
all  fence  crossings. 

49.  If  a  natural  barrier  used  for  livestock  control  is  broken  during 
construction,  the  holder  will  adequately  fence  the  area  to  prevent 
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drift  of  livestock.  In  pronghorn  antelope  ranges,  the  fence  may  have 
to  be  constructed  in  a  manner  which  allows  for  animal  passage.  All 
fencing  constructed  by  the  Company  will  meet  FS  and  BLM  design 
requirements  with  input  from  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department.  Fence 
specifications  will  be  determined  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

50.  During  construction  the  Company  shall  regulate  access  and  vehicular 
traffic  as  required  to  protect  the  public,  wildlife,  and  livestock  from 
hazards  associated  with  the  project.  The  Company  shall  permit  free  and 
unrestricted  public  access  to  and  upon  the  (right-of-way,  permit) 
except  in  areas  designated  as  restricted  by  the  Holder  or  Authorizing 
Officer.  All  restricted  areas  shall  be  approved  in  writing  by  the 
Authorized  Officer. 

51.  A  transportation  plan  will  be  submitted  as  part  of  the  CU  Plan.  This 
plan  will  cover  approval  of  temporary,  reconstructed,  and  newly 
constructed  roads  and  will  include  clearing  work,  signing,  rehabili¬ 
tation,  and  uses  associated  with  transportation  needs.  Overland  access 
could  be  specified  in  lieu  of  road  construction  or  reconstruction. 

Whenever  practical  "cross  country"  access  will  be  utilized  without 
clearing  vegetation  or  grading  a  roadbed.  All  construction  and 
vehicular  traffic  is  to  be  confined  to  the  right-of-way  or  designated 
access  routes,  roads,  or  trails  unless  otherwise  authorized.  All 
temporary  work  roads  to  be  used  for  construction  will  be  rehabilitated 
after  construction  in  accordance  with  the  approved  rehabilitation  plan. 
Only  one  road  or  access  route  will  be  permitted  to  each  site  requiring 
access.  Any  existing  transportation  or  utility  rights-of-way  will  be 
used  wherever  practicable  to  minimize  adverse  environmental  impacts  and 
the  prol iteration  of  separate  rights-of-way. 

52.  Access  roads  necessary  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  project 
will  be  clearly  identified.  Some  of  these  access  roads  may  be 
designated  by  the  authorizing  agency  as  closed  for  public  use, 
including  but  not  limited  to,  off-road  vehicular  travel. 

53.  The  Company  shall  obtain  necessary  access  permits  from  the  county  and 
Wyoming  Highway  Department  for  approach  to  a  county,  state,  or  U.S. 
highway  prior  to  commencing  any  construction  activity  associated  with 
the  (grant,  permit). 

54.  The  Company  shall  be  responsible  for  preventive  and  corrective  road 
maintenance  from  the  beginning  to  completion  of  operations  under  this 
(grant,  permit).  This  may  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  blading 
roadway,  cleaning  ditches  and  drainage  facilities,  dust  abatement,  or 
other  requirements  as  directed  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 
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B. 6  ROADING  GUIDELINES  FOR  GAS  EXPLORATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
WITHIN  THE  RILEY  RIDGE  PROJECT  AREA 


APPLICABLE  ROAD  STANDARDS 

The  primary  road  access  that  an  operator  will  be  using  will  be  either  a 
county  road  or  FS/BLM  arterial,  collector,  or  local  road,  or  combination  of 
these.  In  most  cases,  the  actual  work  site  will  be  some  distance  removed 
from  the  nearest  road.  The  operator  may  gain  access  to  the  work  site  by 
locating,  designing,  and  constructing  a  “temporary  road"  from  a  FS  or  BLM 
development  road  to  the  work  site. 

The  existing  FS/BLM  and  county  roads  are  usually  inadequate  to  facilitate 
the  type  and  volume  of  traffic  required  for  exploration  and/or  development 
of  oil  or  gas  reserves.  Prior  to  use  by  an  operator,  the  road  must  be 
upgraded  at  the  operator's  expense  to  the  standard  compatible  with  the 
proposed  road  use  and  FS  and  BLM  classification. 


FOREST  AND  BLM  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS 

Arterial s.  For  purposes  of  the  Riley  Ridge  Project  EIS  well  field, 
these  are  roads  that  service  the  entire  well  field  or  primary  access  to 
plant  sites.  A  FS/BLM  or  other  arterial  shall  be  a  double-lane, 
graded,  drained,  and  surfaced  road.  The  roadbed  shall  be  crowned  on 

tangents  and  superelevated  on  curves.  The  traveled  way  shall  be 

between  20  and  24  feet  in  width,  depending  on  the  total  anticipated 
traffic  and  environmental  considerations  on  a  site-specific  basis.  The 
minimum  surface  depth  on  all  roads  shall  be  4  inches  of  crushed 
aggregate  base  or  6  inches  of  pit  run  gravel.  The  typical  cross 

section  for  a  double-lane  road  is  as  shown  in  the  "typical  sections." 
Culverts  or  bridges  shall  be  installed  at  all  minor  stream  crossings. 

Col  lectors.  For  purposes  of  the  EIS,  these  are  roads  that  service 
several  wells.  A  FS/BLM  or  other  collector  shall  be  either  a  14-foot 
single-lane  road  with  turnouts  or  a  20  to  24-foot  double-lane  road. 
The  anticipated  traffic  volumes  will  be  the  basis  for  determination  of 
the  particular  standard  for  a  specific  road.  In  many  instances,  the 
operator's  proposed  additional  traffic  will  be  sufficient  to  require 
upgrading  the  existing  road  to  a  higher  standard.  If  the  projected 

average  daily  traffic  (public,  commerical,  administrative,  operator) 
exceeds  100  vehicles  per  day,  a  double- lane  facility  will  be  required. 
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Locals.  For  purposes  of  the  Riley  Ridge  Project  EIS,  these  are  roads 
that  service  one  well.  A  FS  or  BLM  road  shall  be  a  14-foot  wide 
single-lane  road  with  intervisible  turnouts. 

Before  construction,  the  FS  or  BLM  (depending  upon  land  status)  will 
determine  whether  a  local  road  will  be  obliterated  and  reclaimed  at  the 
completion  of  the  exploration  work,  assuming  a  dry-hole  is  encountered, 
or  whether  it  will  be  retained  by  the  FS  or  BLM  and  added  to  the  Forest 
Development  Transportation  System  or  the  BLM  District  Transportation 
Plan.  In  the  latter  instance,  the  road  will  be  constructed  with 
turnouts.  However,  if  it  is  not  to  be  retained,  it  may  be  constructed 
without  turnouts  depending  on  the  operator's  proposed  activities  and  FS 
or  BLM  recommendations  as  to  management. 

TEMPORARY  ROADS 


The  term  "temporary  road"  should  not  be  interpreted  to  imply  a  lesser 
standard  of  construction.  Policy  is  to  require  that  road  access  to  drill 
sites  be  properly  located,  designed,  constructed,  and  maintained  by  the 
leasee  and/or  drilling  operator.  Such  things  as  FS  or  BLM  directional 
signs,  bridge  guard  rails,  and  reduced  numbers  of  turnouts  (with  appropriate 
management  guidelines)  can  be  designed.  A  temporary  road  wi  1 1  be 
obliterated,  if  the  hole  is  dry,  to  requirements  that  will  be  described  in 
the  EIS/EA  process. 


PERIOD  OF  USE 

The  complexities  of  drilling  in  the  Overthrust  require  that  the  design  of 
roads  accommodate  all  seasons  of  use  unless  the  operator  is  willing  to 
accept  road  closures  due  to  weather.  This  means  designing  roads  for 
all-weather  access  from  frost  heave  to  wet  soils  to  dry  conditions.  The 
surfacing  requirements  on  any  road  used  by  the  operator  will  be  dependent 
upon  the  type  of  soils  on  which  the  road  is  constructed.  If  snow  removal 
will  be  required  on  graveled  surfaces,  additional  thickness  for  anticipated 
loss  must  be  included. 


ROAD  LOCATION 

Access  to  work  sites  may  require  the  construction  of  temporary  roads  and/or 
reconstruction  of  Forest  Development  Roads  or  BLM/county.  Proper  initial 
location  of  these  roads  will  expedite  approval  of  the  operator's  lease  or 
permit.  Some  of  the  factors  which  must  be  considered  during  location  are: 


B-38 


Environmental  Considerations.  Select  wildlife  habitat,  riparian  zones, 
unstable  soil  areas,  threatened  and  endangered  plant  locations,  side 
slopes  over  40  percent,  wetlands,  archaeological  sites,  sensitive 
visual  areas,  and  watershed  areas  should  be  avoided  when  possible 
during  location  studies. 

Geotechnical  Considerations.  Unstable  areas,  potentially  unstable 
areas,  and  areas  showing  evidence  of  high  moisture  or  free  water  should 
be  identified  and  avoided.  Soil  classification  samples  should  be 
collected  and  processed  during  this  period  for  future  road  surfacing 
determinations.  Aggregate  sources  should  be  identified,  tested,  and 
mapped.  Roadway  excavation  areas  should  be  tested  to  determine  the 
steepest  stable  cut  slopes  that  could  be  constructed. 

Geometric  Considerations.  The  geometric  standards  for  each  particular 
road  must  be  considered  during  location.  The  standards  are  shown  in 
Table  B-7a. 

PRELIMINARY  SURVEYS 


The  preliminary  survey  shall  closely  traverse  along  a  line  previously 
flagged  by  the  operator  and  approved  by  the  appropriate  FS  or  BLM 
representative.  Certain  areas  such  as  benches,  wet  areas,  etc.  may  require 
exact  conformance  to  flagged  lines.  Bisecting  cross  sections  shall  be  taken 
at  breaks  in  terrain,  drainage  areas,  and  at  100-foot  intervals  sufficiently 
wide  to  cover  the  entire  clearing  limits  of  the  future  road.  Complete 
terrain  cover,  drainage  systems,  soil  type,  and  land  ownership  shall  be 
noted  during  the  Preliminary  Centerline  Survey.  A  complete  site  survey 
shall  be  made  at  each  major  stream  crossing.  Any  existing  facilities, 
either  operating  or  abandoned,  crossed  by  the  Preliminary  Centerline  shall 
be  documented  by  station  and  orientation.  Examples  are  powerlines, 
pipelines,  roads,  trails,  fences,  etc. 


The  class  of  survey  required  shall  be  defined  by  the  BLM  District  Engineer 
and/or  FS  Engineer. 


DESIGN 

Roads  shall  be  designed  by  or  under  the  direct  supervision  of  a  Registered 
Professional  Engineer.  BLM  may  on  a  case-by-case  situation,  waiver  this 
option  "out  on  the  flats".  It  will  be  followed  where  any  ridges  and  side 
slopes  are  involved.  A1 1  roads  will  be  laid  out  at  least  by  an  experienced 
land  surveyor  on  BLM  lands. 
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General  geometric  design  criteria  are  shown  in  Table  B-7a. 


Roads  should  be  designed  with  the  purpose  of  fitting  the  roadway  to  the 
terrain.  This  procedure  will  result  in  minimizing  earthwork  and  disturbed 
area.  The  designer  shall  attempt  to  create  a  balanced  earthwork  project, 
thus  avoiding  the  need  for  borrow  areas  and  waste  areas.  Special  care  must 
be  taken  to  compensate  for  the  incremental  grade  on  all  switchbacks  by 
holding  a  maximum  centerline  grade  of  four  percent  throughout  the  length  of 
the  switchbacks. 

SLOPE  SELECTION 

The  cut  and  fill  slopes  shown  in  Table  B-7b,  should  be  used  as  a  guide  only. 
The  slopes  shall  be  adjusted  to  uneven  ratios  in  transition  sections  to 
prevent  a  zigzag  appearance  at  the  slope  catch  points.  The  top  of  cut  or 
toe  of  fill  line  should  be  a  smooth  line  with  gentle  curves.  Slope  ratios 
shall  not  exceed  the  maximum  stable  slope  as  determined  by  the  geotechnical 
investigation.  In  areas  where  cut  or  fill  will  be  the  construction  method, 
cross  sections  will  be  required  in  the  plans. 

TABLE  B-7b 

CUT  AND  FILL  SELECTION  TABLE 


Hei ght  (ft. ) 

i  

Slope  Ratio 

0-5 

3:1  (mi nimum)-BLM  may 

requi re  6: 1  ratio  or 

larger 

5-20 

2:1 

Over  10 

lh:l 

PAVEMENT  STRUCTURE 

The  type  and  amount  (depth)  of  road  surfacing  shall  be  determined  by  the 
engineer  through  a  procedure  based  on  projected  traffic  loadings,  bearing 
capacity  of  the  subgrade  soils,  and  the  anticipated  loss  due  to  traffic  use 
and  maintenance.  A  further  factor  which  is  to  be  considered  is  the  time 
period  in  which  the  operator  will  be  using  the  road.  Section  Period  of  Use 
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of  this  document  defines  the  consideration  which  must  be  given  this  factor. 
The  surfacing  analysis  shall  be  documented  and  shall  become  a  part  of  the 
“road  package"  submitted  to  the  FS  or  BLM  for  review  and  concurrence.  If 
the  minimum  surfacing  as  stated  under  Forest  and  BLM  Development  Roads  for 
arterial s  is  used,  documentation  of  this  determination  is  not  required. 

An  acceptable  analysis  may  be  as  simple  as  comparing  like  soil  types  and 
structure  depths  (that  are  based  on  firm  data  from  previous  projects)  to 
full  laboratory  analysis  of  subgrade  materials  using  California  Bearing 
Ratio  (CBR)  or  R  value  tests.  The  level  of  analysis  should  be  that 
necessary  to  assure  the  pavement  structure  depths  will  support  the  type  of 
vehicle  and  volume  of  use  anticipated.  The  depth  of  rock  courses  can  be 
varied  along  the  road  to  accommodate  changes  in  subgrade  bearing  capacity. 

TRAVELED  WAY  WIDTH 

The  width  of  the  traveled  way,  i.e.,  the  lane  width  plus  shoulder  width,  is 
determined  from  Table  B-7a.  Accurate  traffic  projections  combined  with 
design  speed  or  the  facility  are  the  determining  factors  for  traveled  way 
widths.  The  operator  should  establish  the  factors  even  prior  to  the  time 
when  road  location  efforts  are  undertaken,  and  review  with  and  receive 
concurrence  from  the  FS  Engineer  or  BLM  Authorized  Officer  prior  to 
proceeding  with  the  work.  This  information  must  be  included  in  the  road 
package  when  submitted  to  the  FS  or  BLM  (depending  on  land  status)  for 
review. 

Curve  widening  shall  be  applied  to  the  traveled  way  widths  as  required  to 
accommodate  the  tracking  characteristics  of  the  design  vehicle.  The  design 
vehicle  shall  be  that  vehicle  commonly  referred  to  as  3-3  or  WB-50  as 
defined  as  AASHO. 

CLEARING 

Selective  clearing  may  be  required  during  earthwork  to  remove  trees  damaged 
by  construction,  particularly  large  trees  at  the  top  of  cut  slopes  whose 
root  systems  protrude  into  the  excavation  zone.  Care  shall  be  exercised  to 
prevent  marking  of  trees  by  equipment.  The  Company  will  buy  all  timber  on 
the  road  right-of-way. 


B-41 


All  cleared  material  shall  be  disposed  of  through  methods  approved  by  the  FS 
or  BLM.  Methods  which  may  be  approved  are  burning,  burying  outside  the 
construction  limits,  decking  of  material  for  removal  by  the  public  for 
firewood,  chipping,  sale  of  merchantable  timber  to  a  mill,  or  other 
appropriate  means,  as  suggested  by  the  operator.  The  method  to  be  utilized 
shall  be  identified  in  the  construction  plans  and  specifications. 

DRAINAGE 

Permanent  drainage  structures  shall  be  installed  to  protect  the  road  and 
adjacent  watershed.  Single  lane  roads  shall  have,  as  a  minimum,  armored 
drainage  dips  constructed  in  the  roadbed  to  prevent  water  from  channeling 
the  road  surface.  Bridges,  or  occasionally  culverts,  shall  be  constructed 
in  low  flow  drainages  where  stream  and  roadway  geometries  permit.  Culvert 
cross-drains  shall  be  installed  in  all  double-lane  roads  (drainage  dips 
shall  not  be  constructed  on  double-lane  roads).  They  shall  be  located  to 
accommodate  natural  drainage  patterns  and  as  ditch  relief  pipes.  Culvert 
inlet  basins  will  be  required  to  install  ditch  relief  pipes.  The  inlets 
shall  have  metal  end  sections  and  occasional  elbows  to  provide  proper 
installation.  These  pipes  will  extend  to  the  toe  of  the  fill  slopes  and 
erosion  control  devices  or  energy  dissipators  shall  be  utilized  at  the 
outlets. 

Dips  will  be  designed  so  that  it  will  be  apparent  at  the  time  the  road  is 
maintained  that  the  dip  is  a  permanent  necessary  feature  of  the  road  and  is 
not  an  irregularity  that  can  be  smoothed  out  with  a  grader.  Dips  must  be 
designed  and  not  added  as  an  afterthought.  Slopes  at  the  discharge  point 
may  need  protection  and  should  be  greater  than  the  slope  of  the  road  to 
prevent  dips  from  filling  with  silt. 

Where  large  natural  drainage  systems  are  encountered,  a  complete 
hydrological  study  of  the  system  must  be  performed  to  predict  the 
anticipated  runoff. 

As  a  minimum,  culverts  shall  be  designed  for  a  10-year  flood  (flow  of 
10-year  recurrence  interval)  without  a  head  at  the  entrance.  They  should 
also  be  designed  to  carry  a  50-year  flood  without  exceeding  the  allowable 
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headwater.  The  allowable  headwater  is  the  maximum  water  elevation  for  which 
the  resulting  flood  damages  are  considered  to  be  acceptable.  Major  culverts 
(end  area  greater  than  35  square  feet)  and  minor  bridges  (spans  on  the  order 
of  30  feet  or  less)  should  be  designed  for  a  20-year  flood  and  checked  for  a 
50-year  flood.  All  other  bridges  should  be  designed  to  pass  a  50-year  flood 
and  checked  for  a  100-year  flood. 

The  hydrological  study  shall  be  included  in  the  road  package  upon  submittal 
to  the  FS  or  BLM  for  review  and  concurrence.  After  the  road  design  is 
approved,  five  copies  of  the  plans  will  be  prepared  and  given  to  the  FS  or 
BLM. 

CONSTRUCTION 

STAKING 

Construction  controls  will  be  staked  on  the  ground  for  all  roads.  Staking 
will  be  in  accordance  with  standard  practices  and  include  a  marked 
centerline,  Points  of  Intersection,  clearing  limits,  cut  and  fill  stakes, 
drainage  structures,  and  reference  hubs.  The  degree  of  construction  staking 
will  be  determined  by  the  FS  engineer  or  BLM  Authorized  Officer.  Minimum 
staking  should  include  a  referenced  centerline,  staked  culverts  and  dips, 
and  the  cut  catch  point  on  slopes  over  40  percent.  Construction  staking 
shall  be  done  as  described  in  Forest  Service  Standard  Specifications 
for  Roads  and  Bridges.  No  work  shall  commence  until  Forest  Service  or  BLM 
approval  of  construction  staking  is  completed. 

QUALITY  CONTROL 

The  operator  has  the  responsibility  to  ensure  that  each  road  is  constructed 
according  to  plans  and  specifications  approved  by  the  FS  or  BLM. 
Forest  Service  Standard  Specifications  for  the  Construction  of  Roads  and 

Bri dqes  shall  be  utilized  to  establish  and  maintain  construction  standards. 
Copies  are  available  from  the  Forest  Supervisor's  Office.  The  degree  of 
construction  control  should  complement  the  survey  and  design  methods 
utilized.  Lower  standard  surveys  and  designs  may  require  more  intensive 
construction  engineering  to  assure  an  acceptable  end  product. 
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The  FS  or  BLM  will  make  periodic  inspections  to  ensure  that  each  road  is 
properly  constructed,  at  which  time  control  tests  and  charts  maintained  by 
the  operator  shall  be  made  available  for  review.  This  shall  include  density 
tests,  aggregate  gradations,  photographs  showing  construction  techniques, 
daily  diaries,  etc. 

The  normally  accepted  tolerances  between  the  designed  and  constructed  road 
are  as  shown  in  Forest  Service  Standard  Specification  203. 

Tolerances  should  be  indicated  on  the  project  plans. 

ROAD  MAINTENANCE 

The  lessee's  Operations  Plan  shall  include  a  maintenance  plan  for  all  roads 
constructed  or  used  by  the  lessee. 

Users  of  Forest  Development  Roads  shall  pay  their  fair  share  of  maintenance 
costs,  and  use  of  Forest  Roads  will  be  approved  by  FS  road  permits.  This 
includes  roads  which  lead  to  the  area  where  additional  access  is  needed. 
Lessees  may  either  perform  actual  maintenance  activities  or  pay  cooperative 
deposits  as  the  FS  approves.  Before  a  bond  release  is  signed,  all  road 

damage  caused  by  the  user  shall  be  repaired  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  FS 
(this  will  not  apply  to  BLM  lands). 

The  maintenance  plan  should  have  definite  provisions  for  preventing 

undercutting  of  cut  banks  and  the  unnecessary  removal  of  established 
stabilizing  vegetation  on  fill  side  of  road  (operators  should  be  given 

special  instructions). 

OBLITERATION  OF  TEMPORARY  ROADS 

Upon  abandonment  and  prior  to  when  a  bond  release  is  signed,  temporary  roads 
shall  be  obliterated.  All  or  part  of  the  obliteration  techniques  that 

follow  could  be  used  depending  on  the  EIS/EA  direction.  Obliteration  shall 
commence  by  stripping  the  gravel  course  from  the  roadway  surface  by  means  of 
a  scraper  or  by  windrowing  with  a  motor  patrol  and  removal  with  a  loader  and 
trucks.  The  gravel  may  be  stockpiled  at  approved  sites.  After  stripping 
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the  ground,  obliteration  shall  consist  of  rough  grading,  ripping  or 
scarifying,  cross  ditching,  and  opening  drainages  to  prevent  erosion  and 
encourage  revegetation.  The  work  shall  not  commence  until  after  the 
temporary  road  is  no  longer  needed  to  serve  traffic. 

After  rough  grading  and  ripping  have  been  completed,  the  abandoned  roadway 
shall  be  cross  ditched. 

Live  streams  and  other  drainages  shall  be  opened  by  removing  the  abandoned 
structures  and  grading  the  approach  fills  so  they  will  not  impair  the  stream 
flow. 

Abandoned  structures  shall  be  disposed  of  in  agreed  locations. 

All  obliterated  areas  shall  be  revegetated  by  applying  seed  and  fertilizer 
mixtures  as  approved  by  the  FS  or  BLM. 

Roadways  to  be  obliterated  in  high  scenic  quality  areas  will  require  more 
intensive  procedures  than  those  described  above  and  may  include  such  work  as 
refilling  cut  slopes,  removing  fills,  transplanting  trees  and  shrubs,  and 
other  techniques  deemed  necessary  to  completely  restore  the  area. 

Culverts,  bridges,  construction  signs,  and  other  materials  furnished  by  the 
operator  will  remain  the  property  of  the  operator  on  obliterated  roads. 


* 
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B. 7  EROSION  CONTROL,  REVEGETATION,  AND  RESTORATION  GUIDELINES 


Standard  procedures  for  the  Company  will  include  implementation  of  erosion 
control  and  revegetation  measures  to  assure  that  lands  disturbed  by 
construction  and  operation  activities  will  be  restored  to  a  stable, 
productive,  and  aesthetically  acceptable  condition. 

A  detailed,  site-specific  reclamation  plan  will  be  developed  and  become  part 
of  the  Construction  and  Use  (CU)  Plan  submitted  by  each  company  under  the 
requirements  of  the  rights-of-way  grants.  Because  the  proposed  rights- 
of-way  are  composed  of  many  types  of  terrain,  soils,  vegetation,  land  uses, 
and  climatic  conditions,  the  detailed  plan  will  include  sets  of  techniques 
and  measures  tailored  to  each  condition  encountered.  Preparation  of  the 
plans  will  use  existing  soils  and  geologic  data  and  where  determined 
necessary  by  the  Authorized  Officer,  additional  data  will  be  collected. 
Local  expertise  and  locally  effective  reclamation  methods  will  be  followed 
when  the  site-specific  procedures  for  the  detailed  reclamation  plan  are 
developed.  The  CU  Plan  will  approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer  and 
implemented  by  the  companies. 

Detailed  information  regarding  applicable  techniques  and  technical 
assistance  to  private  landowners  concerning  erosion  control  measures  and 
reclamation  procedures  will  be  obtained  from  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
through  local  Soil  Conservation  Districts.  Technical  assistance  and 
approval  of  written  plans  for  federal  lands  would  be  obtained  from  the  BLM 
and  FS  prior  to  any  construction. 

During  construction,  operation,  and  abandonment  of  the  project,  applicants 
will  provide  an  experienced  reclamation  specialist  for  (1)  liaison  with 
private  landowners,  federal  agencies,  and  local  government;  (2)  direction 
for  timely  restoration  requirements;  and  (3)  favorable  public  relations. 

General  erosion  control  and  restoration  guidelines  have  been  developed  for 
the  following  areas  and  will  be  included  as  part  of  the  CU  Plan: 
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•  Right-of-Way  and  Site  Clearing. 

•  Site  Preparation,  Trenching,  and  Preservation  of  Topsoil. 

•  Backfilling  and  Grading. 

•  Land  Preparation  and  Cultivation. 

•  Revegetation. 

•  Maintenance  and  Monitoring. 

•  Use  of  Chemicals. 

•  Construction  Timing. 

•  Stream  Protection. 


RIGHT-OF-WAY  AND  SITE  CLEARING 


Emphasis  will  be  placed  on  protecting  existing  vegetation  and  minimizing 
disturbance  of  the  existing  environment. 

•  Land  grading  will  be  done  only  on  the  area  required  for 

constructi on. 

•  Existing  roads  will  be  used  for  vehicle  traffic  where  possible; 

vehicles  and  equipment  will  not  be  allowed  in  streambeds  unless 
specified  by  the  authorizing  agency. 

•  Sidehill  cuts  will  be  kept  to  a  minimum  to  ensure  resource 

protection  and  a  safe  and  stable  plane  for  efficient  equipment 
use.  The  authorizing  agency  will  provide  assistance  and  will 
approve  sidehill  cuts  prior  to  construction. 

•  Existing  ground  cover  such  as  grasses,  leaves,  roots,  brush,  and 

tree  trimmings  will  be  cleared  and  piled  only  to  the  extent 
necessary.  Slash  will  be  piled  for  later  use  in  restoration 
operations  or  disposed  of  at  the  discretion  of  the  authorized 
agency  official. 

•  Trees  and  shrubs  on  the  right-of-way  that  are  not  cleared  will  be 
protected  from  damage  during  construction. 

•  Where  the  right-of-way  crosses  streams  and  other  water  bodies,  the 
banks  will  be  stabilized  to  prevent  erosion.  Construction 
techniques  will  minimize  damage  to  shorelines,  recreational  areas, 
and  fish  and  wildlife  habitat.  A  channel  stability  evaluation 
will  be  completed  before  stream  crossing  locations  are  finalized. 
Channel  stability  ratings  of  3  or  4  shall  be  avoided  (Forest 
Service  1978b). 

•  Care  will  be  taken  to  avoid  oil  spills  and  other  types  of 
pollution  in  all  areas,  including  streams  and  other  water  bodies 
and  in  their  immediate  drainages.  All  spills  will  be  immediately 
cleaned  up  following  notification  of  applicable  State  and  Federal 
agencies. 
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•  Design  and  construction  of  all  temporary  and  permanent  roads  will 

be  based  on  an  approved  transportation  plan  and  will  ensure  proper 
drainage,  minimize  soil  erosion,  and  preserve  topsoil.  After 

abandonment,  these  roads  will  be  closed  and  areas  restored  without 
undue  delay  or  maintained  at  the  discretion  of  the  landowners. 
Restoration,  including  redistribution  of  topsoil  and  establishment 
of  natural  surface  drainage  patterns,  will  be  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  landowner  and/or  authorizing  official. 

•  During  adverse  weather  conditions,  as  determined  by  the  on-site 

reclamation  specialist  and  federal  agency  officials,  the 

authorizing  agency  will  issue  stop  and  start  orders  to  prevent 
rutting  or  excessive  tracking  of  soil  and  deterioration  of 
vegetation  in  the  right-of-way  area. 

•  During  construction  activities  in  or  near  streams  or  lakes, 

sedimentation  (detention)  basins  and/or  straw  bale  filters  will  be 
constructed  to  prevent  suspended  sediments  from  reaching 
downstream  water  courses  or  lakes  as  required  by  the  authorizing 
officer. 

•  If  construction  through  extensive  wetland  areas  is  deemed 

necessary,  construction  will  occur  during  the  driest  period  of  the 
year  and/or  erosion  control  mats  will  be  used  to  minimize  erosion 
damage  to  wetland  sites,  as  required  by  the  Authorizing  Officer. 

•  Actual  construction  activities  and  implementation  of  erosion 

control  measures  will  immediately  follow  clearing  operations, 
especially  in  areas  with  soils  that  are  highly  susceptible  to  wind 
or  water  erosion  and  other  special  areas. 

SITE  PREPARATION,  TRENCHING,  AND  PRESERVATION  OF  TOPSOIL 


Site  Preparation  and  trenching  methods  and  techniques  will  ensure  that: 

•  Topsoil  is  removed  from  the  trench  area,  windrowed  separately, 
protected,  and  replaced  last  during  backfilling.  This  procedure 
and  the  depth  of  such  topsoil  removal  will  be  specified  by  the 
Authorizing  Officer. 

•  Topsoil  will  be  removed  from  facility  site  areas  (e.g.,  drill  pads 
and  roads)  and  stored  for  replacement  on  disturbed  surface  areas 
after  final  backfilling  and  grading. 

•  Remaining  unearthed  materials  are  removed  and  stored  in  a  manner 
that  facilitates  backfilling  procedures,  uses  a  minimum  amount  of 
right-of-way  area,  and  protects  the  excavated  material  from 
vehicular  and  equipment  traffic. 

•  A  specific  trenching  and  excavated  material  stockpiling  procedure 
will  be  used  on  steep-sloping  and  rough,  broken  terrain  to  ensure 
minimum  disturbance  as  outlined  in  the  CU  Plan.  This  procedure 
will  be  developed  by  both  the  Authorized  Officer  and  applicant. 
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BACKFILLING  AND  GRADING 


The  following  backfilling  and  grading  techniques  will  be  used: 

•  Backfill  will  be  replaced  in  a  sequence  and  density  similar  to  the 
preconstruction  soil  condition. 

•  Backfilling  operations  will  be  conducted  in  a  manner  that  would 
minimize  further  disturbance  of  vegetation. 

•  The  contour  of  the  ground  will  be  restored  to  permit  normal 

surface  drainage. 

•  In  strongly  sloping  and  steep  terrain,  erosion  control  structures 

such  as  water  bars,  diversion  channels,  and  terraces  will  be 

constructed  to  divert  water  away  from  the  pipeline  trench  and 
reduce  soil  erosion  along  the  right-of-way  and  other  adjoining 
areas  disturbed  during  construction. 

§  All  structures  such  as  terraces,  levees,  underground  drainage 

systems,  irrigation  pipelines  and  canals  will  be  restored  to 
preconstruction  conditions. 

•  The  surface  will  be  graded  to  conform  to  the  existing  surface  of 

the  adjoining  areas  except  for  a  slight  crown  over  the  trench  to 
compensate  for  natural  subsidence.  In  cropland  areas,  especially 
border  and  furrow  irrigated  cropland,  the  soils  will  be  compacted 
and  the  crown  will  be  smoothed  to  match  the  bordering  area  to 

allow  surface  irrigation. 

•  Topsoil  will  be  uniformly  replaced  over  the  trench  fill  and  other 
disturbed  areas  to  restore  productivity  to  its  preconstruction 
condition. 

•  Materials  unsuitable  for  backfilling  or  excess  backfill  material 

will  be  disposed  of  as  arranged  by  the  authorizing  officials. 

§  Temporary  work  space  areas  used  at  stream  and  highway  crossings 

and  other  special  sites  will  be  restored  to  approximate 
preconstruction  conditions  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
authorizing  officials. 

•  The  right-of-way  at  stream  crossings  will  be  restored  to 

preconstruction  conditions.  The  upland  areas  and  banks  will  be 
revegetated  to  preconstruction  conditions.  Where  this  is  not 
possible,  they  will  be  mulched  with  rock.  The  size  of  the  rock 
mulch  will  be  larger  in  diameter  than  materials  excavated  from  the 
trench.  The  streambed  will  be  returned  to  its  original  contours 

with  sediments  like  those  that  were  excavated. 

•  Well  sites  will  be  restored  without  undue  delay  and  maintained  at 
the  discretion  of  the  landowners.  Restoration  including  grading 
and  redistribution  of  topsoil,  will  be  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
landowner  and/or  Authorized  Officer. 
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LAND  PREPARATION  FOR  SEEDING  AND  CULTIVATION 


Construction,  backfilling,  and  grading  activities  commonly  cause  compaction 
and  alter  soil  conditions  that  affect  soil  productivity  and/or  seeding 
success  in  the  right-of-way  area.  The  following  practices  and  techniques 
will  be  used  to  improve  these  soil  conditions,  protect  soil  from  erosion, 
and  provide  a  favorable  seedbed: 

•  In  cropland  areas,  as  required  by  the  authorizing  agency  or 
landowner,  subsoiling  or  chiseling  will  be  used  to  ensure  that 
soil  compaction  is  reduced  and  preconstruction  soil  permeability 
is  restored. 

•  Chiseling  will  be  used,  unless  objected  to  by  the  landowner  or 
authorizing  agency,  in  rangeland  areas  to  reduce  compaction  and 
improve  soil  permeability.  Pitting  and  contour  furrowing  as 
directed  by  the  authorizing  agency  or  landowner  will  be  done  on 
steep  slopes  of  disturbed  areas  to  increase  infiltration  and  to 
reduce  runoff  and  erosion. 

•  Suitable  mulches  and  other  soil  stabilizing  practices  will  be  used 
on  all  regraded  and  topsoiled  areas  to  protect  unvegetated  soil 
from  wind  and  water  erosion  and  to  improve  water  absorption. 

•  Special  mulching  practices  or  matting  will  be  used,  as  necessary, 
in  critical  areas  where  wind  and  water  are  serious  erosion  hazards 
to  protect  seeding,  seedlings  after  germination,  and  plantings. 

•  Commercial  fertilizers  will  be  applied  to  soil  areas  with  low 
inherent  fertility  to  maintain  crop  yields  and  establish  grass 
seedings.  Application  rates  will  be  commensurate  with  annual 
precipitation  and  available  irrigation  water. 

•  Seedbeds  for  areas  seeded  to  grass  will  be  prepared  to  provide  a 
firm  and  friable  condition  suitable  for  the  establishment  of 
vegetation. 

•  Rock  mulches  will  be  used  in  steep-sloping  rock  outcrop  areas  and 
low  precipitation  areas  to  reduce  erosion  and  promote  vegetal 
growth. 

•  Cultivation  and  land  preparation  operations  on  steeply  sloping 
areas  will  be  done  on  the  contour  to  minimize  erosion. 

•  Soil  area  with  rock  fragments,  such  as  very  coarse  gravel,  cobble, 
or  stone  scattered  on  the  surface,  will  be  restored  to  the 
original  preconstruction  surface  condition  to  blend  with  the 
adjoining  area,  to  avoid  a  smooth  surface  right-of-way  area,  and 
to  control  accelerated  erosion. 
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REVEGETATION  (RESEEDING  AND  PLANTING) 


The  loss  of  vegetation  from  lands  disturbed  by  pipeline  construction  can  be 
mitigated  only  by  satisfactory  revegetation.  To  ensure  a  successful 
revegetation  program,  methods  and  procedures  will  be  consistent  with  local 
climate  and  soil  conditions  and  will  consider  recommendations  and  directions 
of  local  experts.  Revegetation  efforts  will  be  continued  until  a 
satisfactory  vegetative  cover  is  established.  The  following  practices  and 
techniques  will  be  used  in  areas  where  reseeding  is  suitable  as  determined 
by  the  authorizing  agency: 

•  A  firm  seedbed  will  be  prepared  prior  to  seeding.  This  will 
include  a  mulch  of  plant  residues  or  other  suitable  materials.  A 
cover  crop  will  be  used  as  necessary  in  larger  disturbed  areas. 

•  Seed  will  be  planted  by  drilling,  broadcasting,  or  hydroseedi ng. 
Drilling  is  the  preferred  method  because  it  is  usually  most 
successful.  Drill  seeding  with  a  grass  drill  equipped  with  depth 
bands  will  be  used  where  topography  and  soil  conditions  allow 
operation  of  equipment  to  meet  the  seeding  requirements  of  the 
species  being  planted.  Broadcast  seeding  will  be  used  for 
inaccessible  or  small  areas.  Seed  will  be  covered  by  raking  or 
harrowing.  Hydroseedi ng  will  be  done  in  critical  areas  determined 
by  the  reclamation  specialist  or  authorizing  officer. 

•  Only  species  adaptable  to  local  soil  and  climatic  conditions  will 
be  used.  Generally,  these  will  be  native  species.  However, 
introduced  species  may  be  considered  for  specific  conditions  when 
approved  by  the  landowner  and  regulatory  authority.  Seeding  rates 
in  critical  area  plantings  and  generally  throughout  the  right- 
of-way  will  be  increased  100  percent  over  regular  seeding  rates  to 
allow  for  seed  mortality  due  to  adverse  growing  conditions. 

•  Seed  testing  will  be  conducted  to  meet  state,  federal,  and  agency 
seed  requirements. 

•  Seeding  will  be  done  when  seasonal  or  weather  conditions  are  most 
favorable,  as  determined  by  the  landowner  or  authorizing  officer. 

•  Grazing  or  mowing  may  be  delayed  at  least  one  season  after  seeding 
to  provide  time  for  vegetation  to  become  established,  especially 
in  highly  erodible  areas,  unless  objected  to  by  the  landowner  or 
lessee.  Protective  fencing  may  be  necessary  in  special  areas  and 
will  be  constructed,  maintained,  and  removed  according  to 
authorizing  agency  specifications. 

•  In  areas  of  low  annual  precipitation  (generally  less  than  8  to  10 
inches),  where  reseeding  is  not  suitable  or  as  successful,  erosion 
control  structures  and  measures  will  be  applied  on  sloping  areas 


B-51 


to  reduce  accelerated  erosion,  to  allow  re-establishment  of 
preconstruction  surface  soil  conditions,  and  to  allow  natural 
revegetation. 

•  Trees  and  shrubs  will  be  reestablished  in  areas  as  specified  in 

the  revegetation  plan.  Temporary  and/or  permanent  barriers  to 

off-road  vehicle  access  will  be  installed  by  the  Company  at 
specific  locations  along  the  right-of-way  and  other  disturbed 
sites  to  prevent  off-road  vehicle  access  as  specified  by  the 
authorizing  agency. 

MAINTENANCE  AND  MONITORING 

Joint  inspection  of  the  right-of-way  by  the  applicant  and  authorizing  agency 
will  be  conducted  to  monitor  the  success  and  maintenance  of  erosion  control 
measures  and  revegetation  programs  on  disturbed  land  for  two  growing 

seasons,  or  for  a  period  determined  by  the  landowner  on  private  land,  or  the 
authorized  agency  official  on  state  or  federal  land.  The  monitoring  program 
will  identify  problem  areas  and  corrective  measures  to  ensure  vegetation 
cover  and  erosion  control.  Certification  of  successful  revegetation  and 
erosion  control  will  be  determined  by  the  landowner  or  authorized  agency 
official . 

USE  OF  CHEMICALS 

The  use  of  biochemicals  such  as  herbicides,  fungicides,  and  fertilizers  will 
comply  with  state  and  federal  laws,  regulations,  and  policies  regarding  the 
use  of  poisonous,  hazardous,  or  persistent  substances.  State  and  federal 
wildlife  agencies  will  be  contacted  if  application  of  any  of  these 
substances  will  be  on  or  near  sensitive  wildlife  areas.  Application  of 
these  substances  will  be  by  ground  methods  or  by  helicopter  as  approved  by 

landowner  and  authorizing  officer.  Prior  to  the  use  of  such  substances  on 

> 

or  near  the  permit  or  grant  area,  the  applicant  will  obtain  approval  of  a 
written  plan  for  such  use  from  the  authorizing  officer,  landowner,  and 
appropriate  wildlife  agency.  The  plan  will  outline  the  kind  of  chemical, 
method  of  application,  purpose  of  application,  and  other  information  as 
required,  and  will  be  considered  as  the  authorized  procedure  for  all 
applications  until  revoked  by  the  Authorized  Officer,  landowner,  or 
appropriate  wildlife  agency.  This  plan  will  become  part  of  the  CU  Plan. 
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CONSTRUCTION  TIMING 


Pipeline  construction  activities  on  irrigated  hay  or  cropland  will  be  timed, 
as  possible,  to  avoid  disruption  of  irrigation  delivery  systems  during  the 
major  irrigation  season  to  reduce  effects  on  crop  production  in  areas  of 
construction  as  well  as  adjoining  irrigated  cropland  areas  served  by  the 
systems. 

Pipeline  construction  activities  in  narrow  floodplain  areas  subject  to  high 
erosion  hazards  would  be  timed  to  avoid  high  water  flows  as  much  as 
possible,  this  would  reduce  the  effects  of  construction  on  erosion  and 
sedimentation. 


STREAM  PROTECTION 


To  maintain  stream  bank  stability,  preserve  the  hydrologic  characteristics 
of  the  existing  stream  channel  and  flood  plain  effectiveness,  and  minimize 
adverse  changes  in  stream  water  chemistry,  physical  properties,  or 
associated  aquatic  organisms,  the  following  will  be  emphasized: 

•  The  natural  drainage  channels  of  any  stream  will  be  maintained 
during  construction  activities  wherever  possible. 

§  Clear  water  diversion  methods  will  be  employed  whenever 
construction  activities  such  as  pipeline  trenching  must  pass 
through  a  stream  channel. 

•  Tree  or  shrub  vegetation,  which  give  greater  stability  due  to 
rooting  structure,  will  be  replaced  during  the  revegetation  of 
channel  banks  following  construction. 

•  Construction  staging  and  equipment  service  areas  will  be  located 
outside  of  riparian  areas. 

•  Following  construction  activities,  the  stream  channel  will  be 
returned  to  as  nearly  the  original  width,  depth,  gradient,  and 
curvature  as  possible. 
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B. 8  REQUIRED  FEDERAL  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


SOCIOECONOMICS 

S-l  Measure:  Temporary  worker  camps  will  be  required  to  house  construction 
workers.  Housing  provided  shall  be  consistent  with  Wyoming  Industrial 
Siting  Administration  Permit  conditions. 

Effectiveness:  Provision  of  construction  work  camps  would  help  relieve 
the  demand  for  single  status  housing  throughout  the  project  area. 
However,  due  to  the  presence  of  family  status  workers,  these  camps 
would  not  totally  eliminate  the  significant  housing  impacts  that  would 
be  associated  with  the  project.  Demand  for  single-family  homes, 
multi-family  units,  and  mobile  home  lots  may  still  exceed  the  response 
capabilities  of  local  area  developers.  Additional  measures  that  would 
induce  developers  from  outside  the  region  to  produce  housing  and/or  the 
provision  of  other  forms  of  temporary  housing  such  as  modular 
condominiums  or  apartments  may  be  required  to  fully  meet  projected 
housing  demand.  The  absence  of  sufficient  numbers  of  housing  units 
could  otherwise  result  in  an  unquanti fiabl  e  amount  of  temporary 
occupancy  of  area  public  lands  ("squatting"),  particularly  in  the 
vicinity  of  Big  Piney,  Marbleton,  and  LaBarge. 

Appl i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  of  the  siting  alternatives. 


WILDLIFE  AND  FISHERIES 

WF-1  Measure:  State  wildlife  laws  and  regulations  will  be  posted  in 

conspicuous  places  at  the  job  sites  and  work  camps. 

Effectiveness:  Posting  laws  and  regulations  may  help  to  reduce 
wildlife  violation  incidences  or  at  least  eliminate  the  violator's 
excuse  of  ignorance  of  wildlife  laws. 

Appl ication:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 

> 

WF-2  Measure:  During  construction  and  operation  phases,  dogs,  excepting 

guard  dogs  or  seeing-eye  dogs,  will  be  prohibited  from  well  sites  and 
construction  sites. 

Effectiveness:  This  measure  would  reduce  harassment  to  wildlife 

speci es. 

Appl ication:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 

all  siting  and  component  alternatives. 
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WF-3  Measure:  The  location  of  the  well  in  the  Graphite  Unit,  Sec.  22, 
T.27N.,  R.114W.  will  be  relocated  and  approved  by  the  Authorized 

Officer.  Offset  drilling  or  other  measures  may  be  required  at  the  time 
of  approval. 

Effectiveness:  Relocating  this  well  to  the  northeast  would  reduce 

critical  winter  range  losses  and  associated  human  disturbances  to  elk 
wintering  in  the  Graphite  Hollow  area,  and  would  slightly  decrease 
predicted  elk  population  reductions  and  productivity  losses. 

App 1 i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


WF- 4  Measure:  Construction  of  any  pipelines  in  the  Seedskadee  National 

Wildlife  Refuge  would  be  in  accordance  with  any  seasonal  and  other 
restrictions  determined  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Effecti veness:  Implementation  of  this  measure  would  decrease  human 

disturbance  impacts  to  sensitive  species. 

App 1 i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Shute  Creek 

Alternative  sales  gas  and  C02  line  which  Exxon  has  identified. 


WF-5  Measure:  Where  the  Authorized  Officer  determines  that  rehabilitation 
of  temporarily  disturbed  areas  within  critical  wildlife  habitat  on 
federal  land  will  not  be  successful  within  five  years  from  disturbance, 
the  company  will  be  required  to  compensate  for  the  lost  habitat. 
Temporarily  disturbed  areas  do  not  include  those  covered  by  permanent 
facilities  like  road  beds,  well  site  equipment,  etc.  Such  critical 
wildlife  habitat  will  be  determined  by  the  Authorized  Officer  in 
conjunction  with  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish.  Compensation  will  include 
continued  rehabilitation  efforts  on  the  disturbed  areas  and  development 
and  implementation  of  an  off-site  mitigation  plan  for  similar  critical 
habitat  on  federal  land  within  the  species  use  area  that  is  in  poor 
condition  due  to  natural  or  man-made  causes.  The  plan  must  be  approved 
by  the  Authorized  Officer  who  will  coordinate  with  Wyoming  Game  and 
Fish. 

Effectiveness:  Implementation  of  this  measure  will  have  only  limited 

effectiveness  in  mitigating  impacts  to  wildlife  critical  range. 
"Successful  rehabilitation  within  five  years,"  as  used  above  applies 
primarily  to  soils  and  vegetation  criteria  for  defining  success  in 
rehabilitation.  Big  game  critical  ranges  are  generally  dependent  upon 
shrub  habitats  which  provide  forage  during  critical  winter  periods  when 
grasses  and  forbs  are  covered  by  snow.  Successful  rehabilitation  of 
critical  range  to  shrub  habitats  would  take  from  10  to  50  years 
depending  upon  shrub  species,  soils,  moisture,  and  a  variety  of  other 
factors.  Rehabilitation  of  disturbed  areas  to  soils  and  vegetation 
success  standards  is  a  necessary  first  step  in  successful  reestablish¬ 
ment  of  critical  ranges. 

Secondarily,  even  when  critical  range  shrub  habitats  are  reestablished 
along  road  and  well  pad  edges,  their  value  to  wildlife  will  be  limited 
due  to  wildlife’s  behavioral  reaction  to  continued  human  activity. 
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In  addition,  the  mitigation  measure  specifies  off-site  mitigation  for 
similar  critical  range  "within  the  species  use  area".  This  terminology 
would  unnecessarily  limit  the  measure's  effectiveness  by  not  specifying 
mitigation  possibilities  for  other  species. 

Application:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  siting  and  component  alternatives. 

WF-6  Measure :  Northwest  Pipelines  wastewater  evaporation  pond  at  their 
Craven  Creek  treatment  facility  will  require  the  installation  of 
special  wildlife  protective  measures.  These  measures  include 
sufficient  deterents  to  keep  terrestrial  animals,  waterfowl,  and  birds 
out  of  the  pit.  The  design  of  deferent  methods  and  the  development  of 
an  implementation  and  monitoring  plan  shall  be  included  as  part  of 
Northwest ' s* Construct  ion  and  Use  (CU)  plan  for  the  treatment  plant 
facility.  Review  of  this  plan  will  include  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (FWS)  and  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  (WG&F). 

Approval  by  the  Authorized  Officer  of  the  CU  Plan  is  required  prior  to 
construction. 

Methods  of  deterrence  may  include  fencing  the  evaporation  pond  with 
small  mesh  wire  to  protect  terrestrial  wildlife;  stringing  beaded 
cables  which  are  studded  with  plastic  "whirlers"  or  other  mechanical 
devices  which  would  frighten  birds;  placing  the  pond  near  human 
activity  or  stationing  a  person  to  frighten  birds  away  during 
migration;  or  other  methodologies  which  must  be  approved  by  the 
Authorized  Officer. 

Effectiveness :  Implementation  of  this  measure  would  preclude  small 
animals  and  big  game  using  the  pond  as  a  drinking  water  source  and 
being  harmed  or  killed  by  ingesting  the  toxic  wastewater. 

This  measure  would  mitigate  the  potential  for  impacts  to  waterfowl, 
shorebirds,  or  other  migratory  birds  which  may  be  attracted  to  the 
evaporation  pond.  Any  migratory  bird  mortality  associated  with  the 
evaporation  pond  would  be  an  illegal  action  under  Section  2  of  the 
Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  (16  U.S.C.  703-711).  This  measure  would 
ensure  compliance  with  said  Act. 

Application :  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 

WF-7  Measure:  Colored  markers  will  be  hung  on  transmission  lines  to  increase 
visibility  of  wires  over  river  crossings  within  known  bald  eagle 
concentration  areas  in  order  to  reduce  eagle  and  sandhill/whooping 
crane  collisions  with  wires. 

Effectiveness :  As  written,  this  measure  would  reduce  the  potential  for 
eagles,  whooping  cranes,  sandhill  cranes,  and  waterfowl  striking  wires 
where  they  cross  the  river.  This  measure  would  not  be  effective  in 
reducing  potential  wire-strikes  in  the  other  sensitive  areas  of 
Fontenelle  Creeek  and  LaBarge  Creek. 

Application:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Buckhorn,  Shute  Creek, 
and  Northern  Alternatives. 

WF-8  Measure:  The  critical  ranges  and  other  important  wildlife  areas  will  be 
avoided  during  the  periods  listed  below  during  construction  of  linear 
facilities  unless  direction  is  otherwise  given  from  the  Authorized 
Officer.  (See  Wildlife  Technical  Report  wildlife  maps  for  location  of 
specific  areas . ) 
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Area 


Peri od 


Elk  critical  winter  range 
El k  cal vi ng  areas 
Deer  critical  winter  range 
Sage  grouse  leks 

Golden  eagle  nests  (within  \  mile) 

Osprey  nests  (within  h  mile) 

Prairie  falcon  nests  (within  h  mile) 

Merlin  nests  (within  h  mile) 

Ferruginous  hawk  nests  (within  1  mile) 
Cooper's  hawk  nests  (within  h  mile) 
Burrowing  owl  nests  (within  h  mile) 
Swainson's  hawk  nests  (within  \  mile) 

Cutthroat-Rainbow  Trout  (stream  Crossings) 
Brown  &  Brook  Trout  (Stream  Crossings) 


Nov.  15  to  April  1 
May  15  to  June  30 
Nov.  15  to  April  1 
March  1  to  June  30 
February  1  to  July  15 
April  15  to  August  15 
March  15  to  August  1 
April  15  to  August  15 
March  15  to  July  15 
April  1  to  August  15 
April  15  to  July  15 

April  1  to  July  15 

April  15  to  July  10 

Sept.  1  to  Nov.  1 


Effecti veness:  Avoiding  the  areas  listed  above  would  eliminate  many  of 
the  potential  impacts  to  species  of  concern. 


App 1 i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


WF-9  Measure:  Staging  areas  for  stream  crossing  equipment  will  be  located 
outside  of  the  stream's  riparian  zone  in  order  to  reduce  the 
possibility  of  silt  entering  into  streams  and  to  reduce  disturbance  to 
vegetation  in  the  riparian  zone.  A  maximum  construction  right-of-way 
of  25  feet  would  be  used  in  riparian  areas  to  reduce  disturbance. 
Variances  to  this  must  be  approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

Effecti veness:  This  measure  will  reduce  the  total  amount  of  riparian 
vegetation  removed  during  construction,  minimizing  loss  of  stream  bank 
cover,  eroded  material  available  to  the  stream,  and  habitat  degradation 
from  suspended  solids  and  turbidity. 

Appl i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


WF-10  Measure:  Well  pads  and  all  other  facilities,  currently  and  in  the 
future,  planned  for  the  riparian  zone  shall  be  offset  from  the  stream 
bank  and/or  out  of  alluvial  soils  or  soils  with  poor  drainage  as 
approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  The  distance  should  be  at  least 
500  feet  wherever  topographically  possible. 

Effectiveness:  This  measure  will  minimize  loss  of  stream  bank  cover 
and  reduce  sediment  available  to  streams.  It  will  also  reduce  the 
potential  for  accidental  spills  of  toxic  substances  reaching  the 
stream  and  may  also  reduce  the  potential  for  contamination  of  surface 
water  resulting  from  leaks  in  casing. 

Appl i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 
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WF-11  Measure:  Crossings  of  the  Green  River  will  be  conducted  during  the 
fal 1  1 ow  f 1 ow  peri od. 

Effecti veness:  Crossing  the  Green  River  at  low  flow  will  minimize 
habitat  degradation  by  minimizing  the  amount  of  suspended  solids  and 
turbidity  generated  during  in-stream  construction. 

Appl ication:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action, 
Exxon  and  American  Quasar  C02  and  sales  gas  pipelines;  Buckhorn 
Alternative,  American  Quasar,  and  Williams  sour  gas  pipelines,  molten 
sulfur  pipeline,  Exxon  sales  gas  and  C02  pipelines;  Shute  Creek 
Alternative,  -American  Quasar  sour  gas  pipeline,  molten  sulfur 
pipeline,  Exxon  sales  gas  and  C02  pipelines;  Northern  Alternative, 
American  Quasar  molten  sulfur  pipeline,  sour  gas  pipeline,  Exxon 
sales  gas  and  C02  pipelines. 


WF-12  Measure:  The  intake  structure  on  the  Green  River  for  the  proposed 
Craven  Creek  water  supply  pipeline  (and  any  others)  will  be 
constructed  in  accordance  with  design  specifications  provided  or 
approved  by  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish. 

Effectiveness:  Having  design  specifications  for  the  intake  structure 
approved  by  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  should  eliminate  any  significant 
adverse  impacts  to  fisheries  associated  with  impingement, 
entrainment,  reduced  flows,  or  habitat  loss. 

Appl icati on:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  water  supply 
pipeline  for  the  Craven  Creek  site,  and  all  alternatives  with  the 
Craven  Creek  plant  site. 


WF-13  Measure:  The  companies  will  be  required  to  implement  the  fisheries 
and  surface  water  quality  monitoring  program  ‘appended  to  the  FEIS. 
Stream  sampling  locations  will  include  the  four  established  stations 
in  the  well  field  on  Fish  Creek,  Beaver  Creek,  Pine  Grove  Creek,  and 
Black  Canyon  Creek  as  well  as  others  that  may  be  specified  by  the 
Authorized  Officer. 

Effectiveness:  The  sediment  monitoring  program  will  help  identify 

and  quantify  adverse  impacts  in  the  well  field  but  it  will  not 
eliminate  any  impacts  related  to  sedimentation,  unless  it  results  in 
additional  corrective  action  (special  erosion  control)  in  severely 
affected  streams. 

Appl i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


WF-14  Measure:  In  the  event  an  applicant  finds  it  necessary  to  remove  a 
beaver  pond  which  has  flooded  an  existing  road,  the  applicant  will 
initiate  consultation  with  WGF  and  BLM  or  the  FS. 
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Effecti veness:  If  alternative  measures  can  be  found  to  eliminate  the 
beaver  pond,  loss  of  critical  fisheries  habitat  will  be  minimized. 

Appl i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


HEALTH  AND  SAFETY 

H-l  Measure:  Companies  will  be  required  to  provide  automatic  shut  down 
systems  on  sour  gas  trunk  lines  for  all  block  valves. 

Effectiveness:  Automatic  operation  of  block  valves  was  assumed  in 

the  modeling  conducted  for  H2S  releases  from  trunk  line  ruptures. 
Automatic  block  valves  are  effective  in  limiting  the  amount  of  sour 
gas  released  during  a  pipeline  rupture. 

Appl i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


H-2  Measure:  Companies  will  be  required  to  have  automatic  shut  down 
systems  for  all  sour  gas  wells  within  the  Riley  Ridge  well  field. 

Effecti veness:  This  measure  will  reduce  the  amount  of  sour  gas 

released  in  the  event  of  a  gathering  pipeline  leak  or  rupture  and 

will  allow  a  well  to  be  shut-in  without  exposing  people  to 

potentially  high  levels  of  H2S. 

Appl i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


H-3  Measure:  Companies  will  develop  community  contingency  and  evacuation 
plans  in  coordination  with  the  public  safety  organizations  including 
community  civil  defense  organizations,  sheriff,  highway  patrol,  fire 
departments,  livestock  operators  residing  in  the  area,  and  other 
human  inhabitants,  etc.,  for  accidental  release  of  H2S  and  in 
accordance  with  appropriate  federal  and  state  regulations.  Plans 
will  include  early  warning  and  mass  alert  systems,  and  human 
evacuation  procedure.  Communities  involved  will  be  Marbleton,  Big 
Piney,  Western  Camp,  Dry  Piney  Camp,  Calpet,  and  LaBarge.  Outlying 
areas  include  all  other  permanent  residences  within  the  project  area 
or  area  of  influence,  and  temporary  human  occupancy  areas  (i.e., 
Fontenelle  Recreation  Area). 

Effectiveness:  Community  and  outlying  area  contingency  and 

evacuation  measures  would  be  an  effective  means  of  insuring  that  an 
organized,  systematic  approach  towards  alerting  and  evacuating  the 
populations  of  the  communities  and  outlying  residence  occurs.  The 
contingency  and  evacuation  plans  will  address  possible  H2S  hazards 
and  describe  the  procedure  that  will  be  used  to  protect  human  life. 
These  plans  would  include  concern  for  any  receptor  within  the  area  of 
influence  of  the  well  field,  trunk  lines,  or  processing  plants.  The 
measure,  however,  would  not  eliminate  the  possiblity  of  some  people 
being  exposed  to  significant  or  lethal  levels  of  H2S. 
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Application:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 

H-4  Measure:  No  sour  gas  trunk  line  will  be  located  closer  than  1  mile 
to  a  populated  area  or  sensitive  receptor  as  identified  on  Map  2-1  in 
the  FEIS.  The  applicants  must  use  the  best  available  engineering 
design  (i.e.,  alignment,  block  valve  type  and  spacing,  pipe  grade, 
etc.),  best  construction  techniques  (i.e.,  pipe  depth,  hydrostatic 
testing,  etc.),  and  monitoring  plans  (i.e.,  surveillance,  warning 
signs,  etc.)  as  approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer  to  minimize  both 
the  probability  of  rupture  and  radius  of  exposure  in  the  event  of  an 
accidental  pipeline  release  of  sour  gas.  A  variance  from  the  1-mile 
distance  may  be  granted  by  the  Authorized  Officer  based  on  detailed 
site-specific  analysis  that  would  consider  meteorology,  topography, 
and  special  pipeline  design  and/or  construction  measures.  This 
analysis  would  ensure  that  populated  areas  and  sensitive  receptors 
would  not  be  exposed  to  an  increased  level  of  risk. 

Effectiveness:  This  measure  will  reduce  both  the  probability  of  a 

rupture  and  minimize  the  extent  of  exposure  for  both  discomfort  and 
lethal  levels  of  H2S  to  sensitive  receptors  in  the  event  of  a  sour 
gas  pipeline  rupture.  The  probability  of  rupture  can  be  reduced  by 
such  measures  as  warning  signs,  burial  depth,  pipe  thickness  and 
grade,  while  such  measures  as  block  valve  types  and  spacing  and 
pipeline  alighment  would  minimize  the  exposure  radius  from  the  point 
of  rupture  in  the  event  of  an  accident.  See  Attachment  B.9 
for  a  discussion  of  the  effectiveness  of  block  valve  spacing  and 
resultant  exposure  distances. 

Application:  This  measure  would  be  applied  to  the  sour  gas  trunk 

lines  in  the  Proposed  Action  and  all  alternatives,  specifically 
Northwest  Pipeline's  30- inch  diameter  line,  American  Quasar's  30  and 
36-inch  diameter  lines,  and  Exxon's  30- inch  line  for  the  Shute  Creek 
A1 ternati ve. 


H-5  Measure:  Drilling  operators  will  be  required  to  identify  in  their 
H2S  contingency  plans  readily  available  sources  of  fuel  gas  in  the 
area  during  drilling  operations.  This  gas  could  be  added  at  the 
flare  stack  to  burn  the  H2S  in  the  event  of  an  uncontrolled  blowout. 

Effectiveness:  This  measure  would  reduce  the  risk  of  exposure  to 

both  discomfort  and  lethal  levels  of  H2S  in  the  event  of  a  blowout. 
The  flaring  would  convert  the  H2S  to  less  harmful  S02. 

Application:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


H-6  Measure:  All  applicants  will  be  required  to  have  a  gas-assisted 
flare  mechanism  at  the  plant  site  to  flare  the  non-combustible  sour 
gas  in  the  event  of  a  plant  upset. 
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Effectiveness:  In  the  event  of  a  total  plant  shutdown,  gas  must  be 
flared  for  an  interim  period  until  the  wells  can  be  shut-in.  Since 
the  raw  sour  gas  is  not  combustible,  a  gas-assisted  flare  will  be 
necessary.  This  would  minimize  the  impacts  to  nearby  sensitive 
receptors. 

Application:  This  measure  would  be  applicable  to  all  applicants  at 
all  siting  locations. 


WATER  RESOURCES 

W-l  Measure:  Because  of  the  data  gaps  in  the  EIS  on  composition  of  water 
to  be  injected,  injection  procedures,  and  surface  and  bottom 
locations,  all  injection  wells  on  federal  lands  to  be  used  for  plant 
waste  water  are  not  covered  in  sufficient  detail  by  this  EIS. 
Consequently,  all  injection  wells  for  plant  waste  water  disposal  on 
federal  lands,  including  those  on  plant  rights-of-way,  will  need  an 
EA  or  other  NEPA  compliance  prior  to  approval.  This  may  be 
facilitated  by  the  applicant  for  Wyoming  DEQ  permits  also  submitting 
that  information  to  the  BLM  for  analysis. 

Effectiveness:  The  drilling  of  all  injection  wells  in  compliance 

with  State  of  Wyoming  requirements  will  help  minimize  the  degradation 
of  aquifers. 

Appl i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


W-2  Measure:  All  injection  wells  must  be  designed  in  accordance  with  the 
Wyoming  DEQ  and  the  Wyoming  Oil  and  Gas  Commission.  In  addition, 
those  on  Federal  minerals  must  have  the  approval  of  the  BLM  Minerals 
Division. 

Effectiveness:  Cementation  of  the  annular  space  surrounding  the  well 
casing  would  greatly  reduce  the  possibility  of  contaminating  aquifers 
penetrated  by  the  well.  Poor  quality  waters  from  saline  aquifers,  or 
leaked  from  poorly  constructed  or  corroded  casing  would  be  prevented 
from  migrating  vertically  along  this  annular  space  to  aquifers  which 
contain  good  quality  water. 

Appl i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


AIR  QUALITY 

AQ-1  Measure:  The  companies  will  be  required  to  fund,  at  least  in  part,  a 
long-term  acid  deposition  monitoring  and  analysis  program  to  track 
potential  impacts  to  Class  I  areas  within  the  region.  The  most 
likely  areas  to  be  monitored  are  the  Bridger  and  Fitzpatrick 
Wildernesses  within  the  Wind  River  Range.  Based  on  the  Air  Quality 
Technical  Report  prepared  by  ERT  for  the  Riley  Ridge  EIS,  the  Forest 
Service  will  develop  a  program  which  will  be  at  least  partially 
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funded  by  the  Companies  at  a  level  to  be  determined  by  the  Forest 
Service.  Such  a  level  will  be  determined,  among  other  considera¬ 
tions,  by  the  actual  number  and  placement  of  plants.  Participation 
by  a  particular  company  would  be  contingent  upon  its  receiving  a 
plant  right-of-way  grant  and  the  timing  of  its  activities  with  that 
grant. 

Effectiveness:  Baseline  and  post  construction  data  in  the  Bridger 
and  Fitzpatrick  Wildernesses  relating  to  the  short-  and  long-term 
effects  on  water  quality,  soils,  flora,  and  fauna  will  provide 
valuable  information  for  documenting  existing  conditions,  the 
effects,  and  determining  which  environmental  parameters  are 
principally  involved  in  acid  deposition.  Conceptual  monitoring 
recommendations  are  delineated  in  Appendix  E. 

Appl i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


AQ-2  Measure:  In  order  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  a  PSD  Permit, 
American  Quasar  would  be  required  to  implement  technology  for  control 
of  H2S  and  S02  emissions  at  the  East  Dry  Basin  plant  site  and  for 
control  of  H2S  at  the  Buckhorn  plant  site.  One  technique  for  H2S  and 
S02  control  would  employ  a  system  to  feed  the  sweetened  gas  to  a 
catalytic  hydrolysis  reactor  where  residual  COS  would  be  converted  to 
H2S  following  acid  gas  removal.  The  H2S  would  then  be  removed  in  a 
trim  H2S  contactor  using  lean  selexol  solvent.  Prior  to  committing 
to  a  particular  control  technology,  American  Quasar  would  have  to 
evaluate  this  system  along  with  other  processes  to  determine  the 
additional  S02  control  generated  by  this  technology. 

Effectiveness:  A  minimum  sulfur  removal  of  99.72  percent  is  required 
in  order  to  comply  with  PSD  increments  at  East  Dry  Basin.  While  BLM 
does  not  regulate  compliance  with  air  quality  regulations  and  cannot 
require  specific  control  technology,  compliance  with  PSD  Permit 
requirements  will  be  necessary  for  issuance  of  a  BLM  right-of-way 
grant.  While  the  control  level  is  technologically  feasible,  cost 
considerations  may  prevent  certain  technologies  from  being 
implemented. 

Appl i cati on:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  for 
S02  control  and  the  Proposed  Action  and  all  alternatives  for  H2S 
control . 


SOILS  AND  VEGETATION 

SV-1  Measure:  All  new  well  field  pipelines  and  transmission  lines  will  be 
required  to  use  common  rights-of-way  when  economically  and 
technically  feasible.  The  exact  locations  will  be  determined  as 
necessary  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 
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Effectiveness:  Although  this  measure  will  not  eliminate  loss  of 

vegetation  for  new  facilities,  it  will  concentrate  development  to 
designated  areas  limiting  impacts  on  land  use  and  wildlife. 
Maintenance  and  erosion  control  will  probably  be  accomplished  more 
easily  with  corridors  confined  to  the  same  vicinity;  it  may  also 
eliminate  excessive  cut  and  fill  for  new  roads. 

Appl i cati on:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


SV-2  Measure:  Development  will  avoid  or  minimize  disturbance  to  highly 
saline-alkaline  sites  and  sand  dunes.  An  example  of  a  saline- 
alkaline  site  is  the  "white  alkali"  Soapholes  area  north  and  east  of 
Big  Piney.  Locations  to  be  avoided  would  be  determined  by  the 
Authorized  Officer. 

Effectiveness:  Avoiding  and  minimizing  disturbance  to  sand  dunes  and 
alkali  areas  will  eliminate  problems  in  revegetating  saline  soils  and 
stabilizing  eroding  dunes. 

Appl ication:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


SV-3  Measure:  During  transmission  line  construction,  brush  (shrub) 

clearing  along  access  trails  and  at  tower  assembly  areas  will  be 
limited  to  trimming  and/or  crushing  to  avoid  disturbing  root  systems. 

Effectiveness:  This  measure  will  be  effective  in  limiting  the  amount 
of  shrub  vegetation  disturbed  along  the  transmission  line  right- 
of-way.  By  not  disturbing  the  root  system,  some  crushed  or  clipped 
shrubs  will  resprout  and  revegetate  the  right-of-way  more  quickly. 
This  will  reduce  soil  erosion  and  speed  restoration  of  wildlife 
habitat. 

Appl ication:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


SV-4  Measure:  All  areas  not  needed  for  production  on  the  well  pads  must 
be  recontoured  and  rehabilitated  following  the  drilling  phase  for 
each  well.  The  determination  on  necessary  area  for  operation  will  be 
made  by  the  Authorized  Officer  in  consultation  with  the  operator. 

Effectiveness:  This  measure  will  be  effective  in  revegetating  the 
well  pad  area  and  will  reduce  soil  erosion  as  well  as  speed 
restorati on. 

Appl ication:  This  measure  will  apply  to  the  Proposed  Action  and  all 

alternatives  (applicable  to  Williams  well  pads  only). 
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VISUAL  RESOURCES 


V-l  Measure:  The  following  gathering  pipeline  segment  will  be  relocated 
off  the  steep  forested  slopes:  the  pipeline  from  the  well  in 
Section  13,  T.29N.,  R.115W.  ,  will  be  rerouted  to  follow  the  road  to 
the  proposed  well  in  Section  18  T.29N.,  R.114W. 

Effectiveness:  Relocation  of  the  pipeline  would  eliminate  the  most 

visually  prominent  pipeline  cuts,  and  have  a  noticeable  effect  on 
reducing  the  combined  visual  change  as  seen  from  South  Piney  Creek 
Road  and  Snider  Basin. 

Appl ication:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


V-2  Measure:  In  forested  areas,  pipelines  will  cross  existing  roads  in  a 
configuration  that  provides  visibility  of  only  short  segments  of  the 
corridor  by  making  a  jog  soon  before  and  after  crossing.  Deviations 
or  exceptions  based  on  slope  or  other  technical  problems  must  be 
approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

Effectiveness:  This  measure  would  reduce  the  extent  of  visibility  of 
project  facilities  adjacent  to  sensitive  viewpoints. 

Application:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


V- 3  Measure:  Where  possible,  power  distribution  lines  in  the  well  fields 
will  be  placed  underground  and  located  in  the  pipeline  or  road 
rights-of-way  within  h  mile  of  sensitive  viewpoints,  including: 
Middle  Piney  Creek  Road,  South  Piney  Creek  Road  (including  Snider 
Basin),  Indian  Creek/Coal  Creek  Road,  Pine  Grov'e  Ridge  Road  and  upper 
Beaver  Dam  Creek  Road  (in  Section  3,  4,  and  5,  R.114W.  ,  T.27N.). 
Others  may  be  determined  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

Effectiveness:  This  measure  would  reduce  the  negative  influence 

created  by  a  scattered  maze  of  wood  poles  and  electrical  lines,  such 
as  now  exists  in  portions  of  the  well  field  presently  under 
development.  Undergrounding  would  have  a  significant  effects  in 
reducing  the  cumulative  adverse  visual  change  that  would  otherwise 
occur. 

Appl ication:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


V-4  Measure:  Wires,  conductors,  insulators,  and  towers  of  transmission 
lines  will  have  a  dull  finish  to  reduce  reflection  and  visibility  of 
the  structures.  If  the  authorized  officer  determines  that  certain 
distribution  lines  should  use  nonreflecti ve  materials,  then  it  may  be 
requi red. 
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Effectiveness:  This  measure  would  reduce  the  visual  contrast  of 
proposed  structures,  particularly  as  seen  from  middleground  and 
background  viewing  areas. 

Appl i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


V- 5  Measure:  Where  directed  by  the  Authorized  Officer  within  the 
analyzed  mile-wide  corridors,  transmission  lines  located  along  valley 
floors  will  be  situated  such  that  the  structures  follow  the  landform 
break  or  vegetative  change  between  the  valley  floor  and  sideslopes  to 
reduce  the  visibility  of  the  structures. 

Effectiveness:  Such  an  alignment  would  make  the  lines  less  prominent 
and  therefore,  reduce  both  the  facility  and  combined  visual  change 
impacts. 

Appl ication:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


V-6  Measure:  The  UP&L  transmission  line  segment  running  from  the 

proposed  Big  Mesa  plant  site  to  the  proposed  substation  will  be 
relocated  off  the  prominent  ridge  top  location.  It  will  run 

northeast  from  the  proposed  Big  Mesa  plant  site  to  the  Dry  Piney 
Creek  Road  and  follow  the  road  to  the  substation  site. 

Effectiveness:  Removing  the  line  from  this  extensive  and  prominent 

landscape  feature  would  greatly  reduce  the  visibility  of  the 
transmission  line.  Facility  impacts  would  be  reduced  to 

insignificant,  and  the  combined  visual  change  impacts  in  this  area 
would  also  be  diminished. 

Appl ication:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  UP&L  transmission 

alternative. 


V-7  Measure:  The  companies  will  be  required  to  remove  litter  including 
broken  equipment,  work  trash,  and  other  man-produced  material,  from 
well  field  units,  plant  sites,  and  other  areas  of  operation.  Litter 
will  be  disposed  of  in  approved  sites. 

Effectiveness:  This  measure  will  minimize  adverse  visual  impacts 

from  litter  in  the  Project  area. 

Appl ication:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternati ves . 
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AGRICULTURE/GRAZING 


AG-1  Measure:  Construction  will  be  scheduled  during  the  months  of  April, 
May,  and  October  to  avoid  conflicts  with  trailing  sheep  herds  on  the 
Slate  Creek  Sheep  Trail.  Timing  will  be  determined  by  the  Authorized 
Officer. 

Effectiveness:  This  measure  will  reduce  harassment  to  livestock  and 
reduce  the  potential  for  livestock  loss. 

Appl i cation:  This  measure  would  be  applied  to  the  construction  of 
all  pipeline  and  transmission  lines  that  would  cross  the  Slate  Creek 
Sheep  Trail.  These  will  include  the  following: 

Proposed  Action  -  Northwest's  sour  gas  pipeline  and  plant  water 
pipeline;  Exxon's  sulfur  pipeline;  and  Exxon's  and  Quasar's 
transmission  line. 

Buckhorn  -  Same  as  Proposed  Action. 

Shute  Creek  -  Northwest's  sour  gas  pipeline  and  plant  water  pipeline; 
Exxon's  sour  gas  pipeline,  sulfur  pipeline;  and  plant  access 
road;  and  Exxon  and  Quasar's  transmission  line. 

Northern  -  Exxon's  sulfur  pipeline  and  all  companies'  transmission 
line. 


TRANSPORTATION 

T-l  Measure:  The  companies  will  schedule  their  own  and  their 

contractors'  large  truck  activities  to  avoid  the  following  high 
recreation  demand  weekends.  This  will  normally  cover  three-day 
periods. 

Memorial  Day 
Independence  Day 
Pioneer  Day  (July  24) 

Labor  Day 

First  two  weekends  of  big  game  season 

Effectiveness:  This  measure  would  eliminate  the  potential  conflict 

between  project  vehicle  activity  and  peak  daily  recreation  travel 
demand  associated  with  the  high  activity  holiday  weekends. 

Appl i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


T-2  Measure:  In  spring  and  fall  months  when  road  moisture  content  is 
high,  as  determined  by  the  Authorized  Officer,  the  companies  and 
their  contractors  will  limit  large  truck  activity  in  the  well  field 
to  periods  of  frozen  road  conditions  to  protect  the  road  beds. 
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Effectiveness:  This  measure  will  help  preserve  the  stability  of  road 
beds  and  maintenance  of  travel  surfaces. 


Appl i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


T-3  Measure:  The  companies  and  their  contractors  will  use  front  and  rear 
vehicle  escorts  in  the  well  field  for  oversized,  overweight  loads  to 
maximize  safety,  as  determined  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

Effectiveness:  This  procedure  will  help  maximize  the  operational 

safety  of  equipment  transport  in  the  well  field. 

Appl i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


T-4  Measure:  On  federally  permitted  roads,  stop  signs  and  advance 

warning  signs  will  be  installed  in  areas  of  intersecting  traffic, 
construction,  or  conditions  of  dangerous  operation. 

Effectiveness:  The  traffic  control  and  informational  signing  will 

help  minimize  the  potential  for  accidents  at  intersecting  roadways. 

Appl i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 


LAND  USE  PLANS,  CONTROLS,  AND  CONSTRAINTS 

L-l  Measure:  The  railroad  sulfur  transport  system  will  be  located 

outside  of  the  Seedskadee  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 

Effectiveness:  Relocation  of  the  proposed  railroad  would  eliminate 
the  impacts  to  riparian  habitat  within  the  Seedskadee  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  and  eliminate  the  conflicts  with  the  habitat 

enhancement  objectives  of  the  Refuge. 

Appl i cation:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Railroad  Sulfur 
Transport  Alternative  for  Exxon  and  American  Quasar. 

L-2  Measure:  As  determined  by  the  Authorized  Officer,  the  following  will 
be  required:  the  sulfur  pipeline  will  be  located  along  or  as  near  as 
possible  to  existing  roads  or  trails.  Following  construction,  the 
right-of-way  will  be  reclaimed  in  accordance  with  the  Erosion 

Control,  Revegetation,  and  Restoration  Guidelines  (Appendix  B.7). 
Operation  of  the  pipeline  includes:  1)  Monitoring--which  will  be 
limited  to  fixed-wing  and  helicopter  patrol,  vehicle  via  existing 
roads  and  foot  patrol;  and  2)  Maintenance--which  will  be  limited  to 
four-wheel  drive  vehicle  during  summer  and  snow  equipment  during 
during  periods  of  snow  via  closest  existing  road  to  pipeline  segment 
needing  maintenance.  In  the  event  required  maintenance  occurs  during 


B-67 


wet  periods,  causing  soil/  vegetation  disturbance,  reclamation  of 
such  areas  will  be  required  as  soon  as  weather  and  seasonal 
conditions  permit. 

Effectiveness:  Locating  the  sulfur  pipeline  along  or  as  near  as 
possible  to  existing  roads  or  trails  will  greatly  reduce  and 
eliminate  potential  impacts  to  soils  and  vegetation.  Monitoring  and 
maintenance  access  requirements  will  also  help  eliminate  associated 
potential  soil,  erosion,  and  vegetation  impacts. 

Appl ication:  This  measure  will  be  applied  to  the  Proposed  Action  and 
all  alternatives. 
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B. 9  SOUR  GAS  TRUNK  LINE  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


One  measure  available  to  mitigate  H2S  impacts  from  trunk  line  ruptures  would 
be  the  use  of  block  valves  to  seal  off  a  segment  of  ruptured  pipeline. 
Block  valves  react  to  changes  in  pipeline  pressure  and  close  in  a  period 
ranging  from  a  few  seconds  to  a  few  minutes,  depending  on  pipeline  diameter. 
A  quantitative  risk  assessment  was  conducted  using  the  trunk  line  block 
valve  spacings  as  specified  by  the  applicants,  as  well  as  additional  block 
valve  spacing  along  trunk  line  segments  near  populated  areas.  The  results 
are  presented  below. 

PROPOSED  ACTION  WITH  ADDITIONAL  BLOCK  VALVES 

For  the  Proposed  Action,  the  Quasar  trunk  line  was  modeled  with  10-mile 
block  valve  spacing  (as  proposed)  away  from  the  designated  populated  areas. 
In  addition,  2-mile  block  valve  spacing  near  population  areas  was 
investigated  to  explore  possible  mitigation  measures.  Northwest's  trunk 
line  was  modeled,  as  proposed,  with  5-mile  block  valve  spacing  away  from  the 
population  areas,  and  2.5-mile  block  valve  spacing  near  the  population 
areas.  In  addition,  1-mile  block  valve  spacing  near  populated  areas  was 
investigated  to  explore  possible  mitigation  measures.  Northwest's  trunk 
line  was  modeled  with  shorter  block  valve  spacings  because  the  gas  has  a 
higher  average  H2S  content  than  is  expected  to  occur  in  Quasar's  gas  field. 

The  modeling  analysis  was  carried  out  as  described  in  the  Health  &  Safety 
Technical  Report,  and  a  corresponding  risk  assessment  was  performed  for  the 
Proposed  Action  with  mitigation  by  additional  block  valves.  The  population 
areas  considered  were  LaBarge,  Big  Piney/Marbleton,  Calpet,  and  the 
Fontenelle  Recreation  Area.  The  results  are  shown  in  Table  B.9-1.  It  was 
found  that  only  Calpet  would  be  at  risk  of  exposure  to  lethal  levels  from  a 
trunk  line  rupture,  and  that  the  use  of  additional  block  valves  reduces  the 
annual  risk  of  lethal  exposure  by  about  25  percent  (from  0.00023  to 
0.00018).  The  annual  risk  of  discomfort  exposure  is  reduced  even  more, 
about  33  percent  (from  0.00037  to  0.00025).  With  this  additional  block 
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TABLE  B.9-1 


ANNUAL  RISK  TO  POPULATED  AREAS  FROM  PROPOSED  ACTION 
WITH  ADDITIONAL  BLOCK  VALVES 


Populated 

Area 

Individual  Risk  of 
Lethal  Exposure1 

Indivi dual 

Annual  Risk  of 
Significant  Impact2 

Approximate 
Number  of  People 
( 1990 )3 

LaBarge 

negl igi bl e4 

negl igible 

1,206 

Big  Piney 

negl igible 

negl igible 

1,177 

Marbl eton 

negl igible 

negl igible 

1,134 

Calpet 

0.00018 

0.00025 

54 

Fontenel 1 e 

Recreation  Area 

negl igible 

negl igible 

1,210 

1 R i s k  values  shown  in  this  table,  such  as  0.00025,  mean  25  chances  per  100,000. 

Significant  exposures  are  those  that  would  cause  eye  irritation,  coughing, 
loss  of  smell,  or  other  discomfort. 

3Includes  people  in  incorporated  and  unincorporated  area. 

4Neglible  means  that  the  modeling  analysis  indicates  no  risk. 
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valve  spacing  near  the  populated  areas  of  LaBarge,  Big  Piney/Marbleton,  and 
the  Fontenelle  Recreation  Area,  the  annual  risk  of  discomfort  exposure 
declines  to  negligible. 

BUCKHORN  ALTERNATIVE  WITH  ADDITIONAL  BLOCK  VALVES 

For  the  Buckhorn  Alternative,  the  Quasar  trunk  line  was  modeled  with  10-mile 
block  valve  spacing  (as  proposed)  away  from  the  designated  populated  areas. 
-In  addition,  2-mile  block  valve  spacing  near  the  population  areas  was 
investigated  to  explore  possible  mitigation  measures.  Northwest's  trunk 
line  was  modeled  with  5-mile  valve  spacing  (as  proposed)  away  from  the 
population  areas  and  2.5-mile  near  populated  areas.  In  addition,  1-mile 
block  valve  spacing  near  the  population  areas  was  investigated  as  a  possible 
mitigation  measure. 

The  modeling  analyses  were  carried  out  and  a  corresponding  risk  assessment 
was  performed  for  the  Buckhorn  Alternative,  with  mitigation  by  additional 
block  valves.  The  results,  shown  in  Table  B.9-2,  are  identical  to  those 
described  above  for  the  Proposed  Action  with  additional  block  valves. 

SHUTE  CREEK  ALTERNATIVE  WITH  ADDITIONAL  BLOCK  VALVES 

For  the  Shute  Creek  Alternative,  the  Quasar  and  Exxon  trunk  lines  were 
modeled  with  10-mile  block  valve  spacing  (as  proposed)  away  from  the 
designated  populated  areas.  As  before,  additional  2-mile  block  valve 
spacing  near  the  population  areas  was  explored  as  a  possible  mitigation 
measure.  Northwest's  trunk  line  was  modeled  with  5-mile  block  valve  spacing 
(as  proposed)  away  from  the  population  areas,  2.5-mile  near  populated  areas, 
and  also  as  before,  with  additional  1-mile  block  valve  spacing  near  the 
population  areas. 

The  modeling  analyses  were  carried  out  and  a  corresponding  risk  assessment 
was  performed  for  the  Shute  Creek  Alternative  with  mitigation  by  additional 
block  valves.  The  results  are  shown  in  Table  B. 9-3.  It  was  found  that  only 
Calpet  would  be  at  risk  of  exposure  to  lethal  levels  from  a  trunk  line 
rupture.  The  annual  risk  of  lethal  exposure  at  LaBarge  declines  to 
negligible.  The  use  of  additional  block  valves  reduces  the  annual  risk  of 
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TABLE  B.9-2 


ANNUAL  RISK  TO  POPULATED  AREAS  FROM  BUCKHORN  ALTERNATIVE 

WITH  ADDITIONAL  BLOCK  VALVES 


Populated 

Area 

Individual  Risk  of 
Lethal  Exposure1 

Individual 

Annual  Risk  of 
Significant  Impact2 

Approximate 
Number  of  People 
( 1990 ) 3 

LaBarge 

negl igible4 

negl igible 

1,206 

Big  Piney 

negl igible 

negligible 

1,177 

Marbleton 

negl igible 

negl igible 

1,134 

Calpet 

0.00018 

0.00025 

54 

Fontenel le 

Recreation  Area 

negl igible 

negl igible 

1,210 

1 R i s k  values  shown  in  this  table,  such  as  0.00025,  mean  25  chances  per  100,000. 

Significant  exposures  are  those  that  would  cause  eye  irritation,  coughing, 
loss  of  smell,  or  other  discomfort. 

3Includes  people  in  incorporated  and  unincorporated  area. 

4Neglible  means  that  the  modeling  analysis  indicates  no  risk. 
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TABLE  B.9-3 


ANNUAL  RISK  TO  POPULATED  AREAS  FROM  SHUTE  CREEK  ALTERNATIVE 

WITH  ADDITIONAL  BLOCK  VALVES 


Populated 

Area 

Individual  Risk  of 
Lethal  Exposure1 

Individual 

Annual  Risk  of 
Significant  Impact2 

Approximate 
Number  of  People 
( 1990 )3 

LaBarge 

negl igible4 

0.000068 

864 

Big  Piney 

negl igible 

negl igible 

861 

Marbleton 

negl igible 

negl igible 

845 

Calpet 

0.00037 

0.00053 

40 

Fontenel 1 e 

Recreation  Area 

negl igible 

negl igible 

1,210 

1 R i s k  values  shown  in  this  table,  such  as  0.00053,  mean  53  chances  per  100,000. 

Significant  exposures  are  those  that  would  cause  eye  irritation,  coughing, 
loss  of  smell,  or  other  discomfort. 

3Includes  people  in  incorporated  and  unincorporated  area. 

4Neglible  means  that  the  modeling  analysis  indicates  no  risk. 
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lethal  exposure  at  Calpet  by  about  23  percent  (from  0.00048  to  0.00037). 
The  annual  risk  of  discomfort  exposure  at  Calpet  is  reduced  even  more,  about 
45  percent  (from  0.00093  to  0.00053)  with  this  additional  block  valve 
spacing.  The  annual  risk  of  discomfort  exposure  declines  to  negligible  at 
Big  Pi ney/Marbl eton  and  the  Fontenelle  Recreation  Area,  and  declines  by 
about  80  percent  (from  0.00033  to  0.000068)  at  LaBarge. 

NORTHERN  ALTERNATIVE  WITH  ADDITIONAL  BLOCK  VALVES 

For  the  Northern  Alternative  the  Quasar  trunk  line  was  modeled  with  10-mile 
block  valve  spacing  (as  proposed)  away  from  the  designated  populated  areas, 
and  as  before  with  additional  2-mile  block  valve  spacing  near  the  population 
areas.  Northwest's  trunk  line  was  modeled  with  5-mile  block  valve  spacing 
(as  proposed)  away  from  the  population  areas,  2.5-mile  near  populated  areas, 
and  as  before,  with  additional  1-mile  block  spacing  near  the  population 
areas. 

The  modeling  analyses  were  carried  out  and  a  corresponding  risk  assessment 
was  performed  for  the  Northern  Alternative  with  mitigation  by  additional 
block  valves.  The  results  are  shown  in  Table  B . 9-4.  It  was  found  that, 
with  these  additional  block  valves,  none  of  the  population  areas  would  be  at 
annual  risk  of  significant  exposures. 

EFFECTS  OF  ADDITIONAL  BLOCK  VALVES  ON  EXPOSURE  DISTANCES 

Table  B.9-5  shows  the  effects  of  additional  block  valves  on  the  downwind 
distances  for  significant  H2S  exposure  from  trunk  line  ruptures.  Exposure 
distances  would  depend  not  only  on  block  valve  spacihg  but  also  on  pipeline 
diameter  and  atmospheric  conditions.  These  parameters  are  summarized  for 
all  trunk  lines  (30  inches  and  larger)  for  each  applicant  and  alternative. 

CONCLUSION 

Use  of  additional  block  valves  along  trunk  line  segments  near  population 
areas  can  appreciably  reduce  the  risk  of  significant  impacts  from  the 
Proposed  or  Alternative  Actions: 

t  The  small  community  of  Calpet  is  expected  to  experience  an 
appreciably  smaller  risk  of  lethal  exposure  under  the  Proposed 
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TABLE  B .9-4 


ANNUAL  RISK  TO  POPULATED  AREAS  FROM  NORTHERN  ALTERNATIVE 
WITH  ADDITIONAL  BLOCK  VALVES 


Populated 

Area 

Individual  Risk  of 
Lethal  Exposure 

Individual 

Annual  Risk  of 
Significant  Impact1 

Approximate 
Number  of  Peopl 
( 1990 ) 2 

LaBarge 

negl igible4 

negl igible 

1,212 

Big  Piney 

negl igible 

negl igible 

1,217 

Marbleton 

negl igible 

negl igible 

1,171 

Calpet 

negl igible 

negl igible 

56 

Fontenel le 
Recreation  Area 

negl igible 

negl igible 

1,210 

Significant  exposures  are  those  that  would  cause  eye  irritation,  coughing, 
loss  of  smell,  or  other  discomfort. 

2Includes  people  in  incorporated  and  unincorporated  area. 

3Neglible  means  that  the  modeling  analysis  indicates  no  risk. 

> 
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TABLE  B .9-5 


DO 


DOWNWIND  DISTANCES  FOR  SIGNIFICANT  H2S  EXPOSURES  FROM  RUPTURES  OF  PROPOSED  TRUNK  LINES 


Downwind  Distance  for  Lethal  Dose  (miles) 


Appl icant 

Trunk  Line 

Di ameter 
( i nches) 

Block  Valve 
Spaci ng 
(mi  1 es) 

Stable 

Atmosphere 

Neutral 

Atmosphere 

Unstable 

Atmosphere 

Quasar  (Proposed  Action) 

and  Exxon  (Shute  Creek 

30 

10 

2.5 

0.9 

0.4 

A1 ternati ve) 

30 

21 

1.7 

0.8 

0.4 

Quasar  (Buckhorn,  Shute 

Creek,  and  Northern 

36 

10 

3.5 

1.2 

0.6 

A1 ternati ves) 

36 

21 

2.1 

1.1 

0.4 

Northwest  (All 

30 

5 

2.9 

1.1 

0.5 

Alternatives) 

30 

2.5 

2.2 

0.9 

0.4 

30 

l1 

1.6 

Downwind  Distance 

0.8 

for  Significant 

0.3 

Dose  (miles) 

Quasar  (Proposed  Action) 

and  Exxon  (Shute  Creek 

30 

10 

6.8 

1.4 

0.7 

A1 ternati ve) 

30 

21 

2.5 

1.2 

0.4 

Quasar  (Buckhorn,  Shute 

Creek,  and  Northern 

36 

10 

9.9 

1.9 

0.8 

A1 ternati ves) 

36 

21 

3.2 

1.6 

0.6 

Northwest  (All 

30 

5 

5.6 

1.7 

0.7 

Alternatives) 

30 

2.5 

3.4 

1.5 

0.6 

30 

l1 

2.2 

1.2 

0.4 

litigation  block  valve  spacing. 


Action,  Buckhorn  Alternative,  or  Shute  Creek  Alternative.  It  is 
expected  that  none  of  the  other  population  areas  would  experience 
an  annual  risk  of  lethal  dose. 

•  Under  either  the  Proposed  Action,  the  Buckhorn  Alternative,  or  the 
Shute  Creek  Alternative  the  risks  of  discomfort  exposure  at 
LaBarge,  Big  Piney/Marbleton,  and  the  Fontenelle  Recreation  Area 
are  reduced  effectively  to  zero  (except  for  LaBarge  under  the 
Shute  Creek  Alternative). 

t  Under  the  Northern  Alternative,  no  risks  of  significant  exposures 
are  expected  at  any  of  the  population  areas. 


ATTACHMENT  C 


Finding  Of  No  Significant  (FONSI)  -  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project,  Sour 
Gas  Pipeline  Alternatives. 

Supplemental  Environmental  Assessment  To  The  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas 
Project  FEIS  -  Sour  Gas  Pipeline  Alternatives. 


FINDING  OF  NO  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACT  (FONSI) 

RILEY  RIDGE  NATURAL  GAS  PROJECT,  SOUR  GAS  PIPELINE  ALTERNATIVES 

The  attached  environmental  assessment  (EA)  supplements  the  Riley  Ridge  Natural 
Gas  project  final  environmental  impact  statement  (FEIS).  The  EA  analyzes 
three  slightly  different  sour  gas  pipeline  routes  from  the  well  field  to  the 
Craven  Creek  and  the  Shute  Creek  plant  sites.  The  purpose  of  this  EA  is  to 
identify  any  additional  impacts  which  might  result  from  development  of  these 
routes  which  would  differ  from  those  analyzed  for  the  proposed  action  route. 

This  FONSI  serves  as  the  decision  on  whether  or  not  a  supplemental  EIS  is 
necessary  for  the  above  actions.  A  record  of  decision  will  be  prepared  on  the 
project  that  will  state  the  decisions  on  actions  analyzed  in  the  FEIS  as  well 
as  those  analyzed  in  this  EA. 

If  any  of  the  alternative  routes  described  in  this  EA  are  selected,  all 
mitigation  measures  required  or  recommended  in  Chapter  4  of  the  DEIS  and  all 
changes,  deletions,  and  additions  as  stated  in  the  FEIS,  will  also  be  required 
or  recommended. 

Based  upon  the  analysis  in  the  attached  EA,  I  find  that  these  additional 
routes  as  mitigated  would  not  have  a  significantly  different  impact  on  the 
human  environment  than  those  which  were  analyzed  in  the.  FEIS.  Therefore,  I 
conclude  that  no  supplemental  EIS  is  necessary. 


Date 


State  Director,  Wyoming 
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' 


. 

- 
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LOCATED  IN 
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Prepared  by 
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CHAPTER  1 


DESCRIPTION  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES 

INTRODUCTION 

The  Riley  Ridge  Project  is  a  natural  gas  development  project  which  includes 
the  construction,  operation,  and  abandonment  of  a  deep  gas  well  field  in 
western  Wyoming;  gathering  lines  for  the  transportati on  of  sour  gas  within  the 
well  field,  gathering  lines  to  the  treatment  plants;  the  treatment  plants, 
sales  gas  pipelines;  for  delivery  of  sales  gas  to  existing  gas  transmission 
pipelines,  and  facilities  for  the  handling  and  transportation  of  by-products 
(sulfur  and  carbon  dioxide)  to  markets.  The  project  represents  three 
individual  projects  proposed  by: 

1.  Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation  and  Mobil  Oil  Corporation 

2.  Exxon  Company,  U.S.A. 

3.  American  Quasar  Petroleum  Company  and  Williams  Exploration  Company 

Major  project  actions  and  components  consist  of  the  following:  (1) 
exploration,  development,  and  abandonment  of  a  159,928-acre,  low-Btu  gas  well 
field;  (2)  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  and  abandonment  of  four  sour 
gas  treatment  plants  with  a  total  processing  capacity  of  2.8  billion  cubic 
feet  per  day  (cfd)  and  producing  576  million  cfd  of  methane;  (3)  construction, 
operation,  maintenance,  and  abandonment  of  associated  rights-of-way  for 
gathering  lines,  trunk  lines,  railroads,  access  roads,  transmission  lines,  and 
other  ancillary  facilities;  and  (4)  processing  and  transportation  of  products 
and  by-products. 


The  applicants  have  applied  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  ( DO I ) , 
Bureau  of  Land  Mangement  (BLM)  for  right-of-way  permits  to  cross  federal  land 
managed  by  the  BLM  and  Forest  Service  (FS).  An  eni vronmental  impact 
statement  (EIS)  was  prepared  jointly  by  BLM  and  FS.  The  BLM  assumed  the 
administrative  lead  and  was  responsible  for  filing  the  EIS  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

In  addition  to  the  proposed  project,  numerous  component  alternatives  and 
siting  alternatives  were  evaluated  in  the  EIS.  These  included  a  sulfur 
transport  alternative,  power  supply  alternative,  and  an  employee  housing 
alternative;  and  the  Buckhorn,  Shute  Creek,  and  Northern  sour  gas  treatment 
plant  siting  alternatives;  as  well  as  an  No  Action  Alternative. 

The  EIS  identified  possible  impacts  to  the  Health  and  Safety  of  residents  who 
live  near  one  of  the  sour  gas  pipelines,  if  a  rupture  were  to  occur.  Comments 
from  the  general  public  also  showed  a  concern  to  reduce  this  risk  as  much  as 
possible. 

As  a  result  of  these  concerns  revised  mitigation  measure  H-4,  (page  3-9  of  the 
FEIS)  states: 

No  sour  gas  trunk  line  will  be  located  closer  than  1  mile  to  a  populated 
area  or  sensitive  receptor  as  identified  on  Map  2-1  in  the  FEIS.  The 
applicants  must  use  the  best  available  engineering  design  ( i . e . , 
alignment,  block  valve  type  and  spacing,  pipe  grade,  etc.),  best 
construction  techniques  ( i . e . ,  pipe  depth,  hydrostatic  testing,  etc.). 


and  monitoring  plans  (i.e.,  surveillance,  warning  signs,  etc.)  as 
approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer  to  minimize  both  the  probability  of 
rupture  and  radius  of  exposure  in  the  event  of  an  accidental  pipeline 
release  of  sour  gas. 

A  variance  from  the  1-mile  distance  may  be  granted  by  the  Authorized 
Officer  based  on  detailed  site-specific  analysis  that  would  consider 
meteorology,  topography,  and  special  pipeline  design  and/or  construction 
measures.  This  analysis  would  ensure  that  populated  areas  and  sensitive 
receptors  would  not  be  exposed  to  an  increased  level  of  risk. 

Three  (3)  alternative  routes,  all  of  which  meet  this  mitigation  measure,  are 
being  looked  at  in  this  EA.  See  Map-1  for  their  locations. 

All  routes  will  start  at  the  well  field  and  end  either  at  the  Craven  Creek 
plant  or  the  Shute  Creek  plant  sites  which  is  the  same  as  the  route  analyzed 
in  the  DEIS  and  FEIS.  The  majority  of  the  alternative  routes  are  within  the 
previously  analyzed  1-mile-wide  corridor  and  do  not  vary  more  than  5  miles 
from  the  original  route  at  any  point. 

This  impact  analysis  is  required  before  a  decision  can  be  made  on  the  entire 
Riley  Ridge  project  and  before  any  right-of-way  grants  can  be  issued. 


PURPOSE  AND  NEED 


The  purpose  and  need  for  the  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  project  was  identified  in 
the  DEIS  (pages  1-3).  Alternatives  in  this  EA  would  merely  consider  and 


evaluate  different  route  to  serve  the  purpose  and  fulfill  the  need  as 
identified  in  the  DEIS,  and  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  revised  mitigation 

c 

measure  H-4. 

PROPOSED  ACTION 

General  Description 

The  proposed  action  of  this  supplemental  EA  is  the  identification  and 
construction  of  sour  gas  pipelines  from  the  well  field  terminus  of  Exxon  and 
NW  to  the  Craven  Creek  and  Shute  Creek  plant  sites.  This  was  originally 
described  and  analyzed  under  the  Shute  Creek  alternative  in  the  Riley  Ridge 
DEIS  and  FEIS. 

The  selection  of  any  alternative  described  in  this  EA  and  shown  on  Map  1  would 
not  change  the  construction  schedule  or  any  of  the  methods  of  construction  as 
described  in  the  DEIS  or  FEIS. 


Alternative  1 

The  alignment  for  this  alternative  would  start  in  the  well  field  terminus, 
(Big  Piney  Compressor  Station  for  Northwest  Pipeline  Company  and  near  Dry 
Piney  Camp  for  Exxon  Company)  and  progress  south  and  slightly  east  to  a  point 
approximately  1  mile  east  of  Calpet.  From  there,  both  pipelines  would  head 
south  and  cross  LaBarge  Creek  and  then  cross  Fontenelle  Creek  in  Section  2, 
T24N  and  R113W.  After  crossing  Fontenelle  Creek,  northwest  pipeline  would 


head  southwest  to  the  Craven  Creek  plant  site  and  Exxon's  would  head  southeast 
to  the  Shute  Creek  site. 


Alternative  2 


In  this  alternative,  the  pipeline  would  leave  the  well  field  the  same  as 
described  under  Alternative  1  but  would  stay  west  of  Calpet,  along  the  toe  of 
the  Hogsback  Mountain,  until  it  crossed  LaBarge  Creek  near  the  narrows  in 
Section  19,  T26N  and  R113W.  From  just  south  of  LaBarge  Creek  it  would  angle 
east  and  a  little  south  until  it  intersects  Alternative  1,  after  which  it 
would  be  the  same  as  in  Alternative  1. 


Alternative  3 


This  alternative  would  begin  the  same  as  Alternative  2  but  after  crossing 
LaBarge  Creek  the  pipeline  would  continue  south  and  east  down  Holden  Hollow 
where  it  would  intersect  with  the  Alternative  1  route  just  north  of  Fontenelle 
Creek.  From  there  on  the  route  would  be  the  same  as  in  Alternative  1. 

CHAPTER  2 

COMPARATIVE  ANALYSIS 


The  following  table  compares  only  the  impacts  that  are  different  from  the 
proposed  action  as  described  in  the  Riley  Ridge  EIS.  All  other  impacts  would 
be  the  same  or  are  so  minor  that  they  are  insignificant. 


COMPARISON  OF  MITIGATED  IMPACTS* 


Proposed 

Item 

Action 

Alternative  1 

Alternative  2 

Alternative  3 

HEALTH  &  SAFETY 

Miles  of  sour 
gas  trunk  line 

55 

60.5 

62 

62.5 

(+5.5) 

(+7) 

(+7.5) 

Number  of  trunk 

1 ine  ruptures 
expected  during 
life  of  project 

0.33 

0.36 

0.37 

0.38 

(+0.03) 

(+0.04) 

(+0.05) 

Sensitive  Receptors 

with  in  1/2  mi  1 e 
of  Trunkl ine 

11 

0(-ll) 

O(-ll) 

o(-ii) 

1  mile  of  line 

14 

5  (-9) 

2  ( - 1 2 ) 

2 ( - 12 ) 

2  miles  of  line 

24 

1 4 (— 10 ) 

5 ( - 19 ) 

5 ( - 19 ) 

WILDLIFE 

Elk  winter 
range  areas 

154 

220 

238 

244 

(+66) 

(+84) 

(+90) 

Deer  critical 

winter  range 

175- 

241 

259 

265 

(+66) 

(+84) 

(+90) 

Pronghorn 
critical 
winter/year  long 

132 

198 

216 

222 

(+66) 

(+84) 

(+90) 

AGRICULTURE/GRAZING 

Acres  disturbed 

during 

construction 

660 

726 

744 

750 

(+66) 

(+84) 

(+90) 

number  of  livestock 

AUMs  lost  in 
construction 

37 

41 

41.5 

42 

(+4) 

(+4.5) 

(+5) 

*NOTE:  Numbers  shown  in  parens  are  the  difference  between  that  alternative 

and  the  preposed  action. 


CHAPTER  3 


AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 

The  proposed  action  pipeline  routes  (as  described  in  the  Riley  Ridge  EIS)  and 
the  alternatives  (as  described  in  this  document)  begin  and  end  at  the  same 
point,  whth  minor  variations  of  several  miles.  Therefore,  the  description  of 
the  affected  environment  is  the  same  as  that  discussed  in  the  EIS. 

Furthermore,  there  would  be  no  change  in  impacts  for  the  following  resources, 
since  the  only  differences  among  the  alternatives  are  primarily  a  function  of 
on-the-ground  location:  socioeconomics,  water  resources,  air  quality,  visual 
resources,  cultural  resources,  recreation  resources,  wilderness,  timber 
resources,  transportation  networks,  land  use  plans,  controls  and  constraints, 
and  noise.  Nor  would  there  be  any  difference  in  the  Mandatory  Items  listed 
below: 

Threatened  or  Endangered  Species 
Floodplains  and  Wetlands 

Wilderness  Values,  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  and  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers. 

Visual  Resource  Management 

Prime  or  Unique  Farmlands 

Social  and  Economic  Values 

Cultural  or  Historical  Resource  Values 

Water  Quality 


Air  Quality 

BLM  Land  Use  Plan  Conformance. 

Impacts  which  do  differ  are  discussed  below. 


WILDLIFE  AND  FISHERIES 


Alternative  1 


During  construction,  66  more  acres  of  elk  winter  range,  critical  deer  winter 
range,  and  critical  winter/yearlong  pronghorn  range  would  be  disturbed  for  two 
seasons . 

Alternative  2 


During  construction,  84  more  acres  of  elk  winter  range,  critical  deer  winter 
range,  and  critical  wi nter/yearl ong  pronghorn  range  would  be  disturbed  for  two 
seasons . 

Alternative  3 


During  construction,  90  more  acres  of  elk  winter  range,  critical  deer  winter 
range,  and  critical  winter/yearlong  pronghorn  range  would  be  disturbed  for  two 
seasons . 

There  would  be  no  change  in  fisheries,  since  the  same  streams  would  be  crossed 


in  every  case. 


HEALTH  &  SAFETY 


Alternative  1 

Five  (5)  sensitive  receptors  would  be  located  a  little  less  than  one  mile  from 
the  pipeline  and  would  require  a  variance.  The  town  of  Calpet  is  one  of  the 
five. 

Fourteen  receptors  would  be  located  within  2  miles  of  the  line. 

In  addition,  two  (2)  trailers  would  have  to  be  purchased  and/or  moved.  The 
line  would  be  60.5  miles  in  length.  The  number  of  expected  ruptures,  over  the 
life  of  the  project  being  0.36. 

Alternative  2 

Two  (2)  receptors  would  be  located  a  little  less  than  a  mile  from  the  line 
which  would  require  a  variance. 

Five  (5)  receptors  would  be  located  within  2  miles  of  the  line.. 

The  line  would  be  62  miles  long,  with  the  number  of  expected  ruptures  over  the 
life  of  the  project  being  0.37 


Alternative  3 


Two  (2)  receptors  would  be  located  a  little  less  than  a  mile  from  the  line, 
which  would  require  a  variance. 

Five  (5)  receptors  would  be  located  within  2  miles  of  the  line. 

The  line  would  be  62.5  miles  long  with  the  number  of  expected  ruptures  over 
the  life  of  the  project  being  0.38. 


SOILS  AND  VEGETATION 

During  construction.  Alternative  1  would  disturb  66  more  acres  than  the 
proposed  action;  Alternative  2  would  disturb  84  more  acres;  and  Alternative  3 
would  disturb  90  more  acres. 

There  would  be  no  change  in  the  number  of  sensitive  rehabilitation  acres 
disturbed. 


AGRICULTURE/GRAZING 

During  construction,  Alternative  1  would  disturb  726  acres  for  two  years, 
and  41  AUMS  would  be  lost. 


Alternative  2  would  disturb  744  acres,  with  the  loss  of  41.5  AUMs. 


Alternative  3  would  disturb  750  acres,  with  the  loss  of  42  AUMS. 


UNAVOIDABLE  ADVERSE  IMPACTS  AND  LONG-TERM  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


Since  any  variat 
the  construction 
place  from  those 


ons  in  the  supplemental  alternatives  would  take  place  during 
phase,  no  significant  impacts  or  consequences  would  take 
previously  analyzed  in  the  Riley  Ridge  EIS. 


ATTACHMENT  D 


Application  For  Permit  To  Drill  (APD) . 

Environmental  Reference  Report  and  Decision  Record . 

Rile}7  R.idge  Uellfield  Development  Environental  Factors/Identified 
Mitigating  Measures  Checklist 

Erosion  Control,  Revegetation  And  Restoration  Plan  (ERRP) 


* 


ATTACHMENT  D 


APPLICATION  FOR  PERMIT  TO  DRILL  (APD) 
ENVIRONMENTAL  REFERENCE  REPORT  AND  DECISION  RECORD 


In  order  to  make  the  Riley  Ridge  EIS  and  its  supporting  technical  reports 
usuable  tools,  the  following  processing  procedure  will  be  used  for  wellfield 
activities : 


Step  Day 

1.  Initial  written  request  from  Company.  1 

2.  Initial  analysis,  scoping  and  ID  Team  identification  3 

3.  ID  Team  field  review  15 

4.  Final  analysis  and  mitigation  requirements  sent  to  Company  20 

5.  Recommendations  to  BLM  District  Office  25 

6.  Approval  of  APD  30 


The  purpose  of  this  procedure  is  to  ensure  all  environmental  concerns  in  the 
EIS  are  addressed,  minimize  time  spent  on  paperwork,  and  ensure  that  the 
Companies  have  enough  information  to  submit  a  completed  APD. 


Step  1  may  be  made  by  telephone,  but  Government  will  ask  for  written 
follow-up.  The  clock  will  not  start  until  written  request  is  received.  The 
Riley  Ridge  sensitivity  analysis  Record  of  Decision,  EIS,  and  technical 
reports  will  be  used  to  accomplish  Step  2.  A  brief  field  trip  may  also  be 
necessary  at  this  time.  From  this  step,  the  ID  Team  will  be  formed  and 
scoping  initiated.  No  later  than  fifteen  days  following  Step  1,  Step  3  will 
take  place  with  the  ID  Team  in  the  field,  season  permitting.  The  final 
analysis  will  take  place  no  more  than  ten  days  following  Step  3.  It  will  be 
documented  in  final  form  on  the  attached  form.  Special  problems  and  special 
mitigations  not  covered  in  the  EIS  may  have  to  be  appended.  This  document 
will  be  sent  with  recommendations  to  the  BLM  District  Office. 


Within  five  days  following  the 
Company  of  all  requirements  so 


field  inspection,  Step  4, 
that  it  is  able  to  submit 


BLM  will  inform 
a  completed  APD 


the 


> 
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Rclrrcmc  II RRB 


BLM/USFS 

ENVIRONMENTAL  REFERENCE  REPORT  AND  DECISION  RECORD 
RILEY  RIDGE  WELLF1ELD  DEVELOPMENT 


1.  Applicant _ 2.  Case  Serial  Number  or  Well  Number _ 3.  Administrative  Area 


A.  Project  Location:  T. _  R.  _  S. 


5.  Project  Description: 

6.  Purpose  and  Need  of  Project/Proposal 


7.  Summary  of  the  Analysis  of  Environmental  Consequences  of  the  Proposed  Project  and  Alternatives: 

A.  References  (On  file  at  BLM  offices  in  Rock  Springs  and  Pinedale,  Wyoming;  and  USFS  offices  in  Big  Piney,  Wyoming  and  Supervisor's  Office  in  Jackson, 
Wyoming) . 

1.  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS),  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  3.  Sensitivity  Analysis  (SA) 

2.  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  4. _ _ 


_ RECORD  OF  ANALYSIS 

The  project/proposal  will  have  the  effect  indicated  on  the  following  elements: 

B.  Element 

Element  Was  Adequately  Addressed 


Environmental  Negligible  Consequential  in  (Give  Specific  Document  Ref-  Mitigating/Monitoring 

Factors  Overlay  II  Effect  Effect—' _ _ erence  -  Page  Numbers) _  Additional  Analysis/Field  Reconnaissance _ _ _ Measu res _ 


Climate,  Air  Quality 

5 

Surface  Geology 

Subsurface  Geology 

Surface  Water 

3,4 

Ground  Water 

. 3j 4 

Timber  8 

Livestock  Grazing 

Terrestrial  Wildlife 

9  thru  12 

Page  1  of  4 


Element  Was  Adequately  Addressed 


Envirorunental  Negligible  Consequential  in  (Give  Specific  Document  Ref-  Hi t igating/Mon itori ng 

Factors  Overlay  // _ Effect _ Ef feet- _ _ erence  -  Page  Numbers) _ Additional  Analysis/Field  Reconnaissance _ Measures _ 


^  ~  - - -  " 

Aquatic  Wildlife 

12 

Recreation,  US 
Receptors  14 

Visual  16,17,18 

Land  Uses/F.xisting 
Facilities  1,2,3 

Socioeconomic  Condi- 

t  i  ons 

Soils,  Vegetation, 
Reclamation  6,7,8 

Mandatory  Items 

ACEC 

Unique  Resources 
( ident i fy ) 

T&E  Species 
(identify)  12 

Cultural  or  Historic 
Resources  15 

Wi  lderness/Wilderness 
Study  Area 

Wi  td/Scenic  River 

- T 

Flood  Plains/Wet- 
1 ands/etc . 

1 

Prime  Source  of 
Drinking  Water 

Public  Health  or 
Safety  (Site 

Speci f ic) 

Other  Factors 

Violates  Local/State/ 
Federal  Law 

Involves  Uncertain/ 
Unique  Risks 

Involves  Unresolved 
Resource  Conflicts 

Sets  a  Precedent 

Is  Highly  Controver¬ 
sial 

-^Item  not  addressed  in  the  EIS  or  other  reference  documents  and/or  mitigation  not  defined. 


Rage  2  of  4 


D-4 


9.  ConcJusion: 


BLM  FS  BLM/FS 


A.  FINDING 
(not) 

-  Based  on  the  preceding 
have  a  significant  impact 

review  documented  above,  including  referenced  and 
on  the  human  environment  and,  therefore  conclude 

attached  mitigation  (6  + 
that  (no)  (an)  EA/EIS  is 

8F,  7  +  7F),  I 
necessary. 

find  that  this  action  will 

Prepared  by: 

Name 

Agency 

Title 

DaLe 

Name 

Agency 

Title 

Date 

Name 

Agency 

Title 

Date 

Concur : 

USFS  District  Rangers  Date 


BLM  Area  Manager  Date 

Recommended  Approval:  _ 

Forest  Supervisor,  Bridger-Teton  National  Forest  Date 

B.  Decision/Rationale. 

1.  Decision:  The  proposal  is  (approved) (rejected)  as  (subini tted) (modif ied) (recommended  in  the  Land  Report).  This  recommendation  (is)(is  not) 

consistent  with  the  _ (LVP)  (BMP)  (MFP)  (RMP)  . 

2.  Rationale  for  rejection  or  modification:  _ _ _ 


Approval: _ _ 

Name  Title  Date 


Page  A  of  A 
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Cumulative  Impact  Assessment/Recommendation: 


D.  Irreversible  or  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources: 


E.  Adverse  Residual  Impacts  (after  mitigation): 


F.  Additional  Mitigation/Monitoring  (see  attachments): 


8.  Specialists  Included  in  this  Review 


RILEY  RIDGE  WELLFIELD  DEVELOPMENT 


ENVIRONMENTAL  FACTORS/IDENTIFIED  MITIGATING  MEASURES  CHECKLIST 


Environmental  Factors 
Climate,  Air  Quality 
Surface  Geology 
Subsurface  Geology 
Surface  Water 

Ground  Water 
Timber 

Livestock  Grazing 
Terrestial  Wildlife 
Aquatic  Wildlife 
Recreation,  H2S  Pveceptors 
Visual 

Land  Uses/Existing  Facilities 

Socioeconomic  Conditions 
Soils,  Vegetation,  Reclamation 


ACEC 


A 


* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 


* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

5*? 

* 

* 

* 

* 


Unique  Resources  * 

T&E  Species  * 

* 

Cultural  or  Historic  Resources  * 
Wilderness/Wilderness  Study  Area  * 
Wild /Scenic  River  * 

Flood  Plains/Wetlands/Etc  * 

Prime  Source  of  Drinking  Water  * 
Public  Health  or  Safety  * 

* 

Violates  Local/State/Federal  Law  * 
Involves  Uncertain/Unique  Risks  * 
Involves  Unresolved  Resource  * 

Conflicts  * 


Sets  a  Precedent 
Is  Highly  Controversial 


Identified  Mitigating  and  Monitoring  Measures 
AQ1,  AQ2 ,  H6 

H3,  Wl,  W2 

WF 9 ,  WF10,  WF 12 ,  WF13,  WF14,  T2; 

B. 5-30,31,32,33 

W1,W2 

SV4 

WF 2 ,  AG1 ,  WF5 ,  WF14,  SV4 

WF 1  thru  WF11,  WF14,  WF15,  B.5-49 

WF 1 , WF 2 ,  WF3 ,  WF9  thru  WF14 

HI  thru  H5 ,  AQ2 ,  R.5-47 

VI  thru  V7 ,  SV1,  SV4 ,  L2 ,  B. 5-41,42 

WF  1 ,  WF2,  SV1,  LI  ,1,2  ,  WF 4  ,  2801. 2A(3), 

2881. 2A(4),  B. 5-3,48,49. 

SI 

WF 5 ,  WF9 ,  WF 10 ,  SV1  thru  SV3 ,  T2 ,  SV4 ,  L2; 
B.5-34thru  40,  B.7. 

WF1 

WF 1 ,  WF2 ,  WF7 ,  WF  8 ,  WF9 ,  WF10,  WF13,  WF14, 
B.5-27,  28,  29 
B. 5-43,44,45,46 
AQ1 ,  116 

WF5 ,  WF9  thru  WF14,  SV2 
WF9  thru  WF14 , 

WF 2 ,  WF10 ,  WF 12 ,  WF  13 ,  HI  thru  H5 ,  Wl ,  W2 
AQ1 ,  AQ2 ,  Tl,  T3 ,  T4 
WF1 ,  Ill  thru  H6 
Wl,  W2 

Wl,  W2 
AQ1 

SI,  WF  3 ,  WF5  ,  113,  AQ1 ,  H6 
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EROSION  CONTROL,  RE VEGETATION  AND  RESTORATION  PLAN  (ERRP) 


The  purpose  of  developing  an  ERRP  is  to  allow  for  cooperative 
innovation  in  reclamation  of  a  disturbed  area  to  a  predetermined  land 
use  for  wellfield  and  treatment  plant  activities.  The  following  is  an 
outline  of  topics  to  be  covered  in  an  ERRP,  all  ERRPs  must  address 
these  points;  however  they  are  not  limited  to  them.  Although  the  ERRP 
is  a  formal  document,  amendments  can  be  approved  by  the  Authorizing 
Officer.  It  is  important  to  note  that  while  an  ERRP  ls  a  site  specific 
document,  it  must  reflect  all  requirements  set  forth  in  Attachment  B  of 
the  Record  of  Decision.  To  aid  in  the  development  of  ERRPs,  refer  to 
Table  5-1  to  page  5-13  in  the  sensitivity  analysis  technical  report. 
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EROSION  CONTROL,  REVEGETATION,  AND  RESTORATION  PLAN  ( ERRP ) 


I .  INTRODUCTION 

o  Clear  identification  of  reclamation  goal 

-  This  is  to  be  identified  by  the  Federal  Land  Management  (FLM) 
agency  concerned. 

o  Short  description  of  activity  causing  disturbance  and  project 
timeframes . 

-  Proposed  Start  Date 

-  Duration  of  Project 

-  Completion  Date 

-  End  of  Project  Life  (Estimate) 

o  Set  timeframes  for  ERRP. 

-  Seasonal  reviews  to  initiate  change 

-  When  plan  will  be  considered  implemented 

II.  OBLIGATION 

o  Exactly  who  (Individual  name,  address,  phone)  is  responsible  for 
what  in  the: 

-  Design  of  Plan* 

-  Execution  of  Plan* 

-  Monitoring  of  Progress* 

*  An  experienced  and  trained  professional  (i.e.  soil  scientist, 
reclamation  specialist)  that  has  been  approved  by  the 
Authorized  Officer  (AO)  is  required  to  prepare  and  lead  the 
implementation  and  monitoring  of  this  plan. 

III.  SITE  MAP  FOR  PROJECT*  TO  INCLUDE: 

o  Soil  Descriptions  and  Boundaries 
o  Symbols 

-  Rock  Outcrop 

-  Photo  Record  Point 

-  Springs  and  Wet  Spots 

o  Location  and  Volume  of  Proposed  Material  Stockpiles 
Time  Material  Will  be  Stored 
Type  of  Material  in  Pile 
o  Identify  Existing  Drainage  Patterns 
o  Identify  Existing  Vegetative  Cover 
o  Identify  Existing  ORV  or  Two  Track  Roads 

*  This  information  should  not  just  cover  the  proposed  disturbed 
area  but  should  extend  beyond  site  boundaries  by  approximately 
150  yards. 
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IV. 


ZERO  RUNOFF 


o  All  Disturbed  sites,  except  linear  rights-of-way,  will  maintain 

zero  runoff*  until  the  area  is  stabilized.  Stabilization**  will  be 
a  value  that  must  be  clearly  defined  in  the  plan. 

o  The  AO  can  approve  a  variance  from  zero  runoff  based  on  detailed 
site  specific  analysis  that  would  consider  meteorology,  topography, 
water  quality  and  special  site  design  and/or  construction  measures. 

*Zero  runoff  for  purposes  of  the  ERR.P  means:  no  portion  of 
natural  or  man  caused  liquid  will  leave  the  disturbed  area  by 
either  surface  or  sub-surface  flow. 

**Stabilizat ion  for  purposes  of  the  ERRP 
point  in  time  when  neither  erosion  nor 
greater  than  pre-disturbance.  This  po 
monitoring)  and  self  sustaining,  i.e., 
maintenance . 

V.  EROSION  CONTROL  MEASURES 

o  Description  of  proposed  measures 

-  Identify  levels  of  runoff  planned  for,  i.e.:  50  year  storm,  etc. 

-  Include  capacity  of  all  retention  structures  and  engineering 
design . 

o  Map  locating  erosion  control  measures  placement 
Include  Zero  Runoff  Measures 

VI.  FUGITIVE  DUST  CONTROL 

o  Watering  or  other  approved  dust  abatement  procedures  will  be  done 
to  prevent  severe  wind  erosion  and  loss  of  soil  materials  during 
construction. 

o  Describe 

How  and  When 

VII.  REVEGETATION 
o  Type 

-  Seed 

-  Established  Stock 
o  Site  preparation 

o  Planting 

-  Planting  Timeframes 

-  Planting  Method  and  Equipment 

o  Fertilization  program 

-  Rationale  for  Fertilizing  or  Not  Fertilizing 


is  to  mean:  that 
deposition  occurs  which  is 
int  must  be  measurable  (site 
not  dependent  on  site 
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VIII.  MONITORING  SITE  RECLAMATION  PROGRESS 
o  Methods 
o  Timeframes 

o  Photo  R.ecord  Station  (with  location)  of  site  pre-disturbance 

IX.  SITE  ABANDONMENT  AND  RELEASE 
o  Include  timeframes 

X.  POTENTIAL  PROBLEMS 

o  Address  possible  weak  points 

-  Erosion 

-  Slumping 

-  ORV  Use 

i.e.,  cover  points  that  might  conflict  over  ERRP  implementation 
itfith  area  land  use  goals. 

-  Snow  (management) 

-  Company  fire  policy  (weed  control)  vs.  vegetation  management 
goals . 
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ATTACHMENT  E 


Public  Comments  Received  On  The  Riley  Ridge  Final  EIS. 


/-I 


ORXOON'-CA.LirORirtA.  TCtfclZUR  ASSOCIATION 

January  6.  1984  ''  iMli 

ST.  1384  JAM  -9  U  O  Of: 

■•a 

GartK  MO  UKJ7  I'jf  I 

11441  IUMI  T1 


Mr.  Maxwell  T.  Lleurance 
BLM  Wyoming 
Box  1828 

Cheyenne,  WY  82001 
Dear  Mr.  Lleurance: 


'.rlkYfNHi:,  WYn»«aflriNQ 


-ASO  _ 
-SALu. 
-  E'O  _ 
_  OPA  _ 


I  was  most  pleased  to  receive  the  Final  EIS  on  Riley  Ridge,  and  to  see 
OCTA  featured  so  prominently  In  it.  I  am  a  little  aghast  at  the  excuse 
for  the  massive  error  on  Map  3-6  In  the  0EIS  but  I  accept  It. 

What  OCTA  cannot  accept  Is  the  emigrant  route  as  depicted  on  your  Map  S-l 
In  the  Final  EIS,  and  the  route  of  the  molten  sulfur  pipeline  as  depicted 
on  that  map. 

Your  planners  are  Ignoring  two  Important  variants  of  the  trail.  One  Is  a 
long  loop  to  the  west  around  Holden  Hill,  In  Sections  25-26,  T25N  and 
R113W.  Both  the  pipeline  and  the  sour  gas  line  Intersect  this  loop  both 
coming  and  going.  It  Is  not  depicted  on  your  base  map. 

Furthermore,  you  are  totally  Ignoring  another  Important  variant  which 
Indeed  does  appear  on  your  base  map,  starting  In  Sec.  36,  T25N,  R113W. 

The  molten  sulfur  line  Is  right  atop  this  trail  for  about  two  miles,  on 
either  side  of  the  crossing  of  Fontenelle  Creek. 

OCTA  has  succeeded  In  getting  both  the  Senate  and  the  House  to  Introduce 
legislation  calling  for  the  designation  of  the  California  Trail  as  a 
National  Historic  Trail,  and  this  legislation  Is  expected  to  pass  with  no 
difficulty  this  spring.  The  Sublette  Cutoff  and  Its  three  variants 
(Dempsey,  Slate  Creek  and  Kenney)  are  among  the  segments  to  be  so  designated 
by  the  Congress. 

The  legislation  calls  for  a  coeprehenslve  study  by  the  National  Park 
Service,  and  they  are  expected  to  be  In  the  field  this  summer.  A  number 
of  us  are  planning  a  thorough  on-site  study  of  the  Sublette  Cutoff  areas 
August  6-10,  1984 . 

We  must  ask  that  you  arrest  all  planning  In  those  critical  areas  until 
this  study  Is  completed  this  fall.  I  think  we  are  going  to  find  that 
construction  of  the  molten  sulfur  pipeline  where  It  Is  proposed  will  cause 
an  unacceptable  disturbance  to  the  main  Sublette  Cutoff.  While  we  are  not 
opposed  to  energy  development  In  this  area  In  general,  we  certainly  cannot 
tolerate  the  destruction  of  such  large  portions  of  the  trail,  nor  the 
visual  Intrusions  caused  by  placing  the  elevated  pipeline  In  such  close 
proximity  to  the  emigrant  road. 


_  KeM^ully 

*“~Greqorffl.  franzwa 
Z,  President 

cc:  The  Board  of  Directors 
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'Same  and  SFibA  Q/efialiment 

CHEYENNE.  WYOMING  B2002 

w  DONALD  DEXTER  January  5,  1984 

OlREcrOR 
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EO  HERSCHIEA 
GOVEMNO* 


EIS  630/L4 
BLM/USFS 

Environmental  Reaearch 
And  Technology,  Inc. 

FEIS  Riley  Ridge 
Natural  Cas  Project 
Sublette,  Lincoln,  and 
Sweetwater  Counties 

Mr.  Dick  Hartman 
State  Planning  Coordinator 
2320  Capitol  Avenue 
Cheyenne,  Wyomiog  82002 

Dear  Hr.  Rartaan: 

In  response  to  your  request,  SIN  83-121,  we  have  reviewed  the  Final 
Environaental  Impact  Stateaeot  for  this  proposed  project  and  offer  the 
following  consents.  The  FEIS  did  not  respond  to  consents  contained  in  our 
letter  '’ated  October  11,  1983  on  the  preliainary  final  EIS. 

The  preferred  alternative  for  plant  locations  has  changed  froa  Shute 
Creek,  Craven  Creek,  and  Buckhorn  (as  presented  in  the  DEIS)  to  Shute 
Creek,  Craven  Creek,  and  East  Dry  Basin  in  the  FEIS.  This  will  place  one 
sweetening  plant  in  critical  deer  and  antelope  winter  range.  The  only 
justification  that  we  can  find  in  the  FEIS  for  this  change  follows: 

1.  "This  alternative  (trading  Buckhorn  for  East  Dry  Basin)  would 
result  in  increased  impacts  to  deer  and  antelope  critical  winter  range  at 
East  Dry  Basin.  This  trade-off  is  preferred  when  compared  to  having  a  sour 
gas  pipeline,  sulfur  pipeline,  and  power  transmission  line  crossing  the 
Green  River  which  could  significantly  affect  fisheries  in  the  event  of  a 
rupture,  and  waterfowl,  eagles,  whooping  cranes,  etc.,  through  collision 
with  the  powerline  associated  with  the  Buckhorn  site."  (Page  1-6). 

2.  There  is  concern  that  the  road  to  the  Buckhorn  site  will  cause 
siltation  into  an  irrigation  ditch  and  adjacent  fields  and  the  Green  River 
(Page  1-7). 

3.  American  Quasar  prefers  to  locate  their  plant  in  East  Dry  Basin 
(Page  4-228). 

We  offer  the  following  response  to  these  reasons  for  changing  the  locations 
of  the  sweetening  plant: 


\ 
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.  r.  Dick  Hartman 
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The  C02  aod  sour  gas  pipelines  will  be  buried  under  the  riverbed  if  the 
Buckhorn  site  is  selected.  Only  the  sulfur  line  and  power  transmission 
lines  will  be  above  ground.  Mitigation  measures  should  mitigate  or  elimi¬ 
nate  problems  with  esgle  and  crane  collisions  with  these  structures,  plus 
impacts  to  fisheries  from  the  buried  lines. 

The  concern  for  siltation  of  an  irrigation  ditch  is  of  little  merit. 
Engineering  design  aod  modification  of  roads  sod  the  irrigation  ditch 
should  eliminate  this  problem. 

The  primary  reasoo  for  the  proposed  change  from  the  Buckhorn  plant  site  to 
the  East  Dry  Basin  plaot  site  sppears  to  be  the  increased  cost  to  American 
quasar.  These  increased  costs  result  from  the  expense  of  safe  crossing 
design  and  construction  of  the  pipeline  over  sod  under  the  Green  River,  and 
associated  mitigation.  If  the  East  Dry  Basin  site  is  selected,  signifi¬ 
cantly  more  critical  deer  and  antelope  winter  range  will  be  lost.  *ile 
the  uncertain  chance  of  a  pipeline  rupture  and  subsequent  spill  into  the 
Creen  River  would  always  be  present  should  the  Buckhorn  site  be  selected, 
we  would  prefer  to  take  that  chance  over  the  certain  loss  of  critical  habi¬ 
tat  to  wildlife  attendant  with  the  East  Dry  Basin  plant  site.  Mitigation 
should  definitely  be  arranged  for  this  loss  of  critical  habitat  prior  to 
construction  on  the  East  Dry  Basin  site. 

Please  forward  these  comments  to  appropriate  federal  agencies  and  con¬ 
tact  us  if  we  may  be  of  further  help. 


FRANC'S  PETERA 
ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR 
OPERATIONS 

WYOMING  CAME  AND  FISH 


FP : HBM: big 

cc:  Game  Division 
Fish  Division 


fPiale  Pn^ineel  i  ( Office 

BARRETT  BUILDING  CHEYENNE.  WYOMING  82002 

MEMORANDUM 
December  27,  1983 

TO:  Dick  Hartman,  State  Planning  Coordinator 

FROM:  Richard  G.  Stockdale,  Ground  Water  Geologist 

SUBJECT:  State  Identifier  No.  83-121,  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project, 
Final  EIS 

I  have  reviewed  the  subject  Tinal  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
It  appears  that  the  comments  submitted  on  June  22,  1983  by  Louis 
Allen,  Water  Resources  Engineer  wi th  the  State  Engineer's  Office, 
have  been  adequately  addressed.  The  specifics  of  the  proposed  project 
as  related  to  water  supply  will  have  to  be  addressed  in  a  Water  Supply 
and  Yield  Analysis  as  required  by  W.S.  35-12-1U7. 

cc:  George  L.  Christopulos,  State  Engineer 
Louis  Allen,  Water  Resources  Engineer 


ED  HERSCHIER 

GOVERNOR 


Wyoming  Recreation  Commission 

1920  f HOMES  CHEYENNE  WYOMING  BJ002 

ALVIN  »  BASTRON  P  E 


Mr.  Dick  Hartman 
State  Planning  Coordinator 
2320  Capitol  Avenue 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82002 

Dear  Mr.  Hartman: 


December  23,  1983 


RE:  83-121 


The  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  for  the  Riley  Ridge  Natural 
Gas  Project  was  received  by  this  office  December  12,  1983,  Thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  review  the  report. 

After  reviewing  the  FF.IS,  the  Wyoming  Recreation  Commission  supports  and  is 
in  general  agreement  with  the  Agency  Preferred  Alternative  (i.e.,  the  Modified 
Shute  Creek  Alternative).  However,  the  Recreation  Commission  is  not  entirely 
satisfied  with  the  final  document  and  would  like  to  address  some  specific  issues. 
The  remainder  of  this  letter  deals  principally  with  the  Recreation  Commission's 
original  comments  concerning  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (see 
p.  4—1 52  and  4-153  of  the  FEIS)  and  the  degree  to  which  our  suggestions  have 
been  incorporated  into  the  FEIS. 

While  the  principal  authors  of  the  report  have  Indicated  that  the  Impacts  due  to 
this  project  on  recreation  would  be  significant  in  the  short-term,  the  FEIS 
still  proposes  no  real  mitigation  measures  for  recreation.  Although  the  Recrea¬ 
tion  Commission  agrees  with  the  contention  that  recreation  is  closely  tied  to 
fish  and  wildlife  resources  and  that  the  mitigation  measures  proposed  for  these 
resources  are  also  applicable  to  recreation  (p.  4-171),  we  strongly  feel  that 
additional  mitigation  measures  for  recreation  are  needed.  Recreation  is  a  broad 
term  and  includes  a  wide  range  of  activities,  many  of  which  do  not  relate  to 
fish  and  wildlife  resources  at  all,  but  instead  have  different  resource  and 
facility  requirements.  According  to  the  FEIS,  the  demand  for  general  recrea¬ 
tion  in  the  project  area  Is  estimated  to  increase  by  272,  regardLess  of  which 
alternative  is  implemented  (p.  2-9,  2-10,  2-11,  and  2-13).  Ceneral  recreation 
would  undoubtedly  include  such  activities  as  camping,  hiking,  backpacking,  boat¬ 
ing,  and  a  multitude  of  other  activities  as  well  as  fishing  and  hunting.  In 
addition,  the  1980  Wyoming  Statewide  Comprehensive  Outdoor  Recreation  Plan 
(SC0RP)  Identified  "a  serious  shortage  of  almost  al 1  recreation  areas  and  fa¬ 
cilities"  in  this  area.  Tn  light  of  this  information,  it  is  disturbing  that  Che 
mitigation  measures  proposed  for  recreation  in  the  FEIS  are  primarily  limited 
to  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 


The  Recreation  Commission  was  pleased  to  learn  that  both  the  BLM  and  the  USFS 
are  concerned  about  potential  impacts  to  the  recreation  resource  and  will  monitor 


.  II.  UR 
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Mr.  Dick  Hartman  December  23,  1983 

Stace  Planning  Coordinator 

Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82002  Page  -2- 

nny  effects  to  campgrounds  and  other  recreation  areas  on  federal  lands  caused  by 
this  project  (p.  4-37).  However,  the  Recreation  Commission  feels  that  it  is  not 
enough  to  simply  state  that  monitoring  will  be  done.  The  FEIS  should  go  a 
seep  further  and  specify  exactly  how  and  when  the  monitoring  is  to  be  accomplished 
as  well  as  how  the  program  is  to  be  funded.  Otherwise,  the  idea  of  monitoring 
various  recreation  impacts  may  never  receive  consideration  more  serious  than  lip 
service. 

Lastly,  the  Recreation  Commission  would  like  to  reiterate  and  emphasize  our 
previous  suggestion  that  Fontenelle  Reservoir  could  be  playing  a  greater  role 
in  the  provision  of  outdoor  recreation  opportunities  in  the  project  area 
(p.  4-157,  comment  27.39).  The  Recreation  Commission  feels  that  the  various 
possibilities  concerning  funding,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  recreation 
facilities  at  Fontenelle  Reservoir  which  were  outlined  in  our  original  letter 
have  merit  and  deserve  consideration  in  future  permitting  actions. 

Sincerely, 

Joe  Bonds 

Planning  Section  Head 

JB : lcl 


ED  HERSCHIER 
GOVERNOR 


PPui/ic 


{Pel vice  PommiAiicn 


320  W.  26TH  STREET 


CAPITOL  HILL  BUILDING 

CHEYENNE.  WYOMING  82002 


JOHN  R  SMYTH 
CHAIRMAN 

C.E  -NEO"  JOHNSON 

DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN 
G.  KEITH  OSBORN 
COMMISSIONER 
ALEX  J  ELIOPULOS 
CHIEF  COUNSEL  AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE  SECRETARY 


FRANK  L  RAUCHFUSS 

OIRECTOR.  UTIURES  DEPARTMENT 
DELBERT  L.  BOYER 
CHIEF  ENGINEER 
WILLIAM  M  ROONEY 

OIRECTOR.  MOTOR  TRANSPORTATION 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO:  STATE  PLANNING  COORDINATOR 

FROM:  Engineering  Staff,  PSC ,  (C.A.  Voigtsberger) 

DATE:  December  22,  1983 

SUBJECT:  Review  of  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project  (FEIS). 


After  review  of  this  report,  the  following  items  are  relevent: 

1.  The  local  gas  and  electrical  utilities  have  adequate  supplies  to 
fulfill  the  needs  of  both  the  major  facilities  and  attendent  human  needs. 

2.  The  electric  transmission  systems,  in  any  event,  will  have  to  be 
rebuilt /upgraded  to  adequately  supply  the  new  plants  and/or  developing  gas 
fields  in  Lincoln  and  Sublette  Counties. 

3.  As  several  of  the  proposed  plants  have  indefinitely  delayed  constru- 
tion,  the  above  ccuments  are  still  true.  Our  latest  word  is  that  Exxon 
Conpany  USA  is  still  proposing  to  build  but  they  have  not  chosen  the  actual 
site  for  their  Shute  Creek  Plant. 
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MEMORANDUM 


To:  State  Planning  Coordinator 
From:  Gary  B.  Glass,  State  Geologist 
Subject:  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project  Final  EIS 
(State  Identifier  No.  83-121) 

Date:  December  19,  1983 


3*5*4  rr< 


I  have  reviewed  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  responses  to  my 
concerns  with  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project  as 
reiterated  in  the  Final  EIS.  Certain  of  these  responses  are  still  less 
than  inadequate.  My  problems  with  these  responses  are  listed  below: 


Response  27.78,  page  4-174  (Regarding  blowout  probabilities) 

This  section  is  in  response  to  my  query  on  the  reliability  of  well 
blowout  probabilities  in  the  Riley  Ridge  area  as  presented  in  the  DEIS. 

I  do  not  want  to  belabor  the  point,  but  citing  a  personal  communication 
in  the  DEIS  or  an  unreferenced  report  on  offshore  blowout  frequencies  in 
the  Final  EIS  are  not  very  reassuring.  In  addition,  the  procedures  for 
drilling  on  offshore  platforms  arc  hardly  the  same  as  those  for  onshore 
drilling  in  western  Wyoming. 

Although  there  are  apparently  no  historical  blowout  statistics  for 
western  Wyoming  or  similar  areas,  this  does  not  necessarily  mean  the  sta¬ 
tistics  are  not  available.  It  may  only  mean  no  one  has  tried  to  assemble 
them. 

With  the  existing  and  anticipated  development  in  western  Wyoming  and 
the  real  likelihood  of  H2S  gas,  a  study  of  blowout  probabilities  which  are 
pertinent  to  the  conditions  in  the  Riley  Ridge  and  adjacent  areas  is  over¬ 
due.  A  study  such  as  this  would  go  a  long  way  to  allay  the  concerns  of 
many  people  and  could  tell  us  if  blowout  frequencies  are  overstated  or 
understated. 


Response  27.78,  page  4-174  (Regarding  pipeline  failure  statistics) 

The  Final  EIS  states  that  the  pipeline  failure  statistics  were  derived 
from  national  failure  data  and  not  site  specific  rupture  analysis.  This  dis¬ 
cussion  is  not  very  reassuring,  particularly  since  we  were  not  provided  a 
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copy  of  the  Health  and  Safety  Technical  Report  cited  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Again,  this  discussion  suggests  it  is  time  for  a  detailed  study  of  rupture 
probabilities  specifically  germane  to  western  Wyoming.  It  also  seems 
likely  that  seismic  activity  could  affect  wells  and  the  plants  as  well 
as  pipelines. 
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MEMORANDUM 


TELEPHONE  777  7391 


TO: 

FROM: 


Robert  E.  Sundln,  Director 
Department  of  Environmental  Quality 


Randolph  Wood,  Administrator 
Air  Quality  Division 


DATE:  December  14,  1983 


SUBJECT:  Comments  on  the  Final  EIS  for  the  Riley  Ridge 

Natural  Gas  Project 


A  great  deal  of  public  concern  for  the  subject  project  has  been  directed 
to  projected  non-compliance  with  ambient  standards  for  SO2  and  I^S  and 
to  a  perception  that  appropriate  control  technology  (Best  Available 
Control  Technology  -  BACT)  will  not  be  required  at  the  facilities. 

The  final  EIS  clearly  notes  that  the  state  is  responsible  for  assuring 
compliance  with  standards  and  for  making  control  technology  decisions  in 
its  permitting  process.  This  process  cannot  take  place  until  site 
specific  meteorological  and  ambient  air  quality  data  has  been  gathered 
for  at  least  one  year. 

In  order  to  eliminate  any  confusion,  the  public  should  be  advised  that 
the  EIS  process  and  the  Air  Quality  Permit  process  are  independent,  and 
serve  two  completely  different  functions  and  that  the  state  will  assure 
compliance  with  all  Air  Quality  Standards  and  Regulations  including  the 
requirement  to  Install  BACT. 
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December  30,  1983 


Riley  Ridge  Project 
Comments  on  FEIS 


Mr.  Maxwell  T.  Lieuranee 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Wyoming  State  Office 
2515  Warren  Avenue 
Cheyenne.  WY  82001 

Dear  Mr.  Lieuranee: 

Attached  are  Exxon  Company,  U.S.A.  comments  on  the  Riley  Ridge  Project  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Should  you  have  any  questions  on  our  comments, 
please  contact  Frank  Clark  at  (915)  683-0277. 


TJT:jb 

Attachment 
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.  SECTION  4 

ENXON  COMPANY.  U.S.A.  COMMENTS 

ON  THE  RILEY  RIDGE 

-  GENERAL 

FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

We  have  noted  the  many  comments  from  foderul  and  state  agencies  on  the 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  We  will  consider  all  those  comments 
in  developing  our  plans  and  in  particular  we  propose  to  work  with  the  various 
agencies  in  responding  to  the  issues  and  concerns  raised  in  their  comments. 

The  following  summarizes  Exxon  Company.  U.S.A.’s  comments  on  the  Riley  Ridge 

Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

♦  Environmental  Defense  Fund's  Comments 

.  SECTION  1 

Questions  concerning  the  need  for  the  project,  considering  the  effects  of 
conservation  and  alternative  energy  sources,  were  expressed  in  the  Environ- 

We  are  pleased  to  note  that  beneficial  impacts  have  been  included  in  the  major 
impacts  conclusions  portion  of  this  section.  We  are  also  happy  to  note  that  the 
risks  associated  with  the  raw  gas  lines  feeding  both  the  Shute  Creek  and  Craven 

mental  Defense  Fund  letter  in  the  following  sections: 

3.1  -  The  DEIS  fails  to  give  an  adequate  analysis  of  the  purpose  and  need 

of  the  proposed  action. 

Creek  plant  sites  have  been  more  reasonably  defined. 

On  page  1-4,  we  note  that,  as  a  result  of  the  reinterpretation  by  the  Forest  Service 
of  their  policy,  the  significance  criterion  used  in  the  Draft  E1S  has  been  changed 

3.2  -  There  is  a  lack  of  discussion  on  alternative  energy  measures  such 

as  conservation. 

for  water  quality  impact  in  the  wilderness  areas.  This  has  resulted  in  the  finding 
of  significant  impact  on  wilderness  water  quality  in  the  Final  EIS.  It  appears  to 

3.4  -  The  DEIS  is  deficient  in  its  study  of  the  existing  environment. 

us  that  the  reinterpretation  is  arbitrary  and  may  be  a  consequence  of  the  high 

profile  generated  from  the  debate  of  the  acid  deposition  issue.  We  believe  that 
the  original  significance  criterion  which  attempted  to  relate  changes  in  water 

existing  air  quality  as  a  comparison  for  the  proposed  project. 

quality  to  impacts  on  fisheries  is  defensible  and  a  better  approach  to  determining 

Wc  concur  with  BLM's  response  that  the  need  for  the  project  is  not  an  issue 

to  be  addressed  in  this  EIS.  However,  we  offer  the  following  as  supporting 

We  also  note  that  the  finding  of  significant  impact  is  based  on  pH  changes  in  the 
most  sensitive  lakes  resulting  from  plant  flaring.  It  appears  that  the  assumption 

information  to  that  provided  by  Exxon  and  the  other  applicants  on  energy 
supply/demand  forecasts  over  the  next  10-15  years. 

has  been  made  that  all  plants  would  flare  during  a  given  winter  period  and  that 
the  meteorological  conditions  at  the  time  of  flaring  would  be  such  that  sulfur 
oxides  generated  during  all  flaring  events  would  be  deposited  in  the  snow  pack.  We 
question  whether  it's  appropriate  to  make  a  determination  of  significant  impact  on 
the  basis  of  a  low  probability  occurrence  which  is  of  a  very  short  duration.  We 
suggest  that  the  probability  of  a  flaring  event  for  all  plants  occurring  at  the  same 
time  that  wind  speed  and  direction  would  cause  the  plume  to  impact  the  snow  pack 
in  the  sensitive  lake's  watershed  be  analyzed.  If  that  probability  is  very  low  as 
we  suspect,  then  these  impacts  should  not  be  considered  significant.  We  suggest 
that  the  significance  criteria  relate  to  normal  operations  over  the  long  term.  If 
this  were  the  case,  the  Shute  Creek  alternative  would  not  normally  result  in  a 
significant  impact. 

A  detailed  analysis  of  the  nation's  energy  outlook  is  presented  in  the 

Department  of  Energy's  241  page  report  to  Congress  and  the  public,  1962 

Annual  Energy  Outlook  With  Projections  to  1990.  The  Department  of 

Energy's  report  reflects  a  greater  national  dependency  on  domestic  gas 
production  than  does  Exxon's  1982  study  which  was  referenced  in  the  DEIS. 

Factors  considered  in  the  DOE's  analyses  included  international  and  domestic 
energy  sources,  consumption,  and  market  forces.  The  report  presents 
detailed  data  for  all  U.S.A.  energy  sources,  including  conventional  fuels, 
synthetic  fuels,  renewable  sources,  nuclear  power,  and  the  effects  of 
conservation.  Summaries  of  energy  trends  are  presented  for  the  period  1963 
through  1990.  The  report  also  references  several  government  and  industry 

reports  which  project  long  range  energy  requirements  to  the  year  2000. 

How  will  the  AQRV  Action  Plan  determine  whether  emissions  from  the  Riley  Ridge 

Projects  cause  the  significance  criterion  to  be  exceeded?  We  ere  concerned  that 

Summary  data  for  both  the  long  and  short  range  studies  are  included  in  Table 

A.  1.1  and  Table  12  (attached)  which  were  extracted  directly  from  the  report. 

the  proposed  monitoring  program  will  not  be  able  to  discern  where  acid  deposition 
is  coming  from  but  that  the  assumption  will  be  made  that  most  of  it  results  from 

Riley  Ridge  Projects'  emissions.  Consequently,  we  recommend  that  the  AQRV 

Data  in  the  Department  of  Energy’s  report  which  is  particularly  relevant  to 
the  Environment  Defense  Fund's  comments  are  as  follows: 

Action  Plan  be  modified  to  permit  better  assessment  of  the  Riley  Ridge  Projects' 
specific  impacts  on  the  wilderness  area. 
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1)  After  effects  of  conservation  are  factored  in,  the  model  study  (middle 
case),  indicates  that  U.S.A.  energy  supply  requirements  will  total  81.7 
quadrillion  (10^))  Btu  in  the  year  1990  as  compared  to  70.9  quadrillion 
Btu  in  1982.  Domestic  natural  gas  production  is  projected  to  provide  20 
percent  of  the  nation's  energy  supply  in  1990  as  compared  to  3.9%  by 
hydroelectrical,  geothermal  and  other  renewable  sources.  Foreign 
imports  are  projected  to  makeup  15.4%  of  the  nation's  total  energy 
supply  in  1990. 


2)  The  portion  of  the  report  entitled  Energy  Projections  to  Die  Year  2000, 
indicates  that  U.S.A.  energy  supply  requirements  (mid-range)  will  total 
100  quadrillion  Btu  in  the  year  2000.  As  projected,  domestic  natural  gas 
production  will  provide  about  18  percent  of  the  nation's  energy  supply  in 
that  year.  This  represents  a  slightly  smaller  percentage  of  the  nation's 
total  energy  supply  requirements  than  in  1990,  however,  the  actual 
amount  of  gas  consumed  will  increase  by  1.6  quadrillion  Btu.  or  about 
10%.  as  compared  to  1990  due  to  the  higher  total  energy  consumption. 
Total  renewable  energy  output  is  forecasted  to  increase  by  203  percent, 
from  3.2  to  9.7  quadrillion  Btu  from  1990  to  2000.  However,  with  this 
large  projected  increase,  renewable  energy  sources  will  still  only  supply 
about  one-half  as  much  energy  as  will  domestic  natural  gas  in  the  year 
2000. 

3)  The  nation's  domestic  natural  gas  reserves  as  of  January  1982  are  167 
trillion  cubic  feet  (Tcf)  (or  169.8  quadrillion  Btu)  in  the  lower  48  states 
and  35  Tcf  in  Alaska.  Based  on  the  Department  of  Energy's  forecast, 
domestic  natural  gas  production  will  total  145  Tcf  between  1  982  and 
1990.  It  is  important  to  note  that  Alaska  natural  gas  is  not  forecasted 
to  be  available  to  the  lower  48  states  by  1990  due  to  the  lack  of  pipeline 
facilities.  Current  gas  production/reserve  ratios  indicates  only  a  12  year 
gas  supply  (including  Alaska)  in  the  absence  of  additional  development. 

4)  The  Department  of  Energy  analysis  shows  that  69  percent  of  1990 
domestic  gas  production  will  come  from  reserves  discovered  since  1  978, 
and  the  report  states  that  "the  continuance  of  domestic  production  will 
rely  for  the  most  part  on  exploration  and  development  of  new  gas 
reserves". 

Copies  of  the  referenced  report  are  available  from 

National  Energy  Information  Center,  EI-20 

Energy  Information  Administration 

Forrestal  Building 

Room  1F-048 

Washington,  D.C.  21)565 

(202)  252-8800 

Superintendent  of  Documents 
U.  S.  Government  Printing  Office 
Washington.  D.C.  20402 
(202)  783-3238 
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We  believe  that  a  comment  should  be  added  in  responding  to  28.11  which 
acknowledges  that  during  the  PSD  reviews,  actual  air  quality  data  for  each 
plant  site  will  be  used.  These  data  will  include  cumulative  background 
information  on  acid  species  present  which  will  in  turn  be  modeled  as  part  of 
the  overall  assessment  of  cumulative  impacts. 


.  SECTION  5 

-  Groundwater  Monitoring 

We  believe  that  the  recommended  additional  study,  i.e..  gathering  of  sufficient 
hydrogeological  information  in  the  area  to  develop  a  model,  will  be  virtually 
impossible  because  of  structure  faulting  in  the  region.  We  believe  that  a  more 
effective  approach  at  least  initially  is  a  variation  of  the  "Evaluate  Effectiveness 
of  Existing  Safeguards  Alternative".  This  alternative  combined  with  some 
regional  and  site  specific  monitoring  appears  to  offer  the  greatest  potential  for 
quick  detection  of  potential  problems  as  well  as  long  term  trends  determination. 

-  Air  Quality  Related  Values  Action  Plan 

While  the  proposed  program  appears  to  satisfy  overall  Forest  Service  require¬ 
ments.  a  major  concern  is  the  lack  of  specificity  in  determining  which  emissions 
sources  are  causing  any  observed  impact.  We  believe  that  any  observed  impacts 
will  be  assumed  to  be  caused  by  the  Riley  Ridge  projects  facilities  when,  in 
reality,  they  could  be  caused  by  any  numbdr  of  sources  within  the  region. 

Although  baseline  data  will  be  obtained  in  1  984  and  1985  before  plant  facilities 
become  operational,  it  is  probable  that  there  will  be  insufficient  information  to 
determine  pre-startup  trends.  It  is  also  unlikely  that  post  startup  changes  in 
monitored  parameters  will  show  changes  large  enough  to  discern  Riley  Ridge 
project  emissions  impacts.  We  believe  that  some  technique  for  "finger  printing" 
or  otherwise  identifying  Riley  Ridge  emissions  impacts  should  be  incorporated 
into  the  program  and  we  would  be  happy  to  assist  the  Forest  Service  in 
modifying  their  program  to  accompli^  this. 

-  Cultural  Resources  Compliance  Guidelines 

In  the  procedures  outlined  on  pages  5-39  and  5-40,  there  appears  to  be  little 
consultation  between  the  applicants,  the  land  management  agencies  and  SHPO. 
We  suggest  that  all  plan  development  and  discussion  include  the  applicants  as 
well  as  others  involved. 

-  Biological  Assessment 

The  stipulation  on  page  5-55  requiring  all  power  lines  in  the  same  or  adjacent 
corridors  to  be  in  the  same  horizontal  plane  may  be  impossible  to  achieve  given 
the  likelihood  that  towers  and  line  designs  will  be  different  because  of  different 
voltage  levels  and  carrying  capacity  of  structures.  Line  sag  in  itself  will  be 
different  because  of  cable  size  and  length  of  span.  A  better  solution  would  be 
to  install  visual  devices  on  all  lines  crossing  riparian  zones  in  common  or 
adjacent  corridors. 
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is  only  a  partial  indicator  of  the  real  extent  of  disturbance  to  wildlife 
populations  and  movements.  A  total  of  more  than  3,500  big  game  animals  are 
expected  to  be  irretrievably  lost  as  a  result  of  construction  and  operation. 

(This  nvjnber  does  not  include  poaching  losses  and  road  kills.)  •'Mitigation'' 
of  long  term  irrpacts  will  depend  primarily  on  the  succes  of  revegetation 
efforts,  and  successful  revegetation  of  shrub  species  upon  which  nany  species 
depend  will  require  10  to  50  years.  The  DEIS  admits  this  but  does  not 
acknowledge  that  there  is  no  guarantee  that  reclamation  will  succeed.  Yet 
it  hypothesizes  that  longterm  losses  in  big  game  productivity  will  not  be 
significant.  The  loss  of  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat  and  the  prediction 
of  future  inpacts  on  wildlife  species  is  only  one  exanple  of  the  marginal 
effectiveness  of  ccmutted  mitigation  in  the  short  term,  and  the  poor 
documentation  of  the  long  term  value  of  that  mitigation. 

It  is  in  the  area  of  air  quality  related  vaues  that  WOC  believes  seme  of  the 
more  significant  inpacts  may  occur  and  the  poorest  docunentation  of  possible 
effects  has  been  provided.  Beoouse  of  this,  and  due  to  the  limited  time 
available  to  'is,  we  will  confine  the  balance  of  our  ccrments  to  air  quality 
issues. 

First  and  foremost,  we  maintain  that  any  potential  mpact  on  wilderness 
values  should  be  assured  to  be  significant  until  demonstrated  otherwise. 

Riley  Ridge  will  inpact  the  Bridger  and  Fitzpatrick  Wilderness  Areas.  Any 
mpact  should  be  considered  a  threat  to  the  values  which  wilderness 
designation  protects.  Available  air  qiality  models  do  not  allcw  reliable 
estimation  of  the  patterns  or  rates  of  acid  deposition  in  ccnplex  terrain 
such  as  that  of  the  Wind  River  Mountains.  Nor  is  there  sufficient  data 
cn  hand  to  enable  prediction  of  the  effects  of  even  slight  pH  or  other 
chemical  changes  in  Wind  River  lakes  and  streams  on  aquatic  systems  in  those 
areas.  Any  mpact,  hewever  slight,  should  be  prevented  because  the  time 
required  to  detect  a  change  and  attribute  a  cause  would  undoubtedly  be 
considerable  and  would  confound  efforts  to  reverse  that  change  (if  indeed 
that  is  possible) . 

On  the  basis  of  the  premises  oulined  in  the  above  paragraph,  WOC  offers  the 
following  reccrmendations .  The  BLM  should  detail  in  its  decision  document 
what  environmental  monitoring,  including  surveillance  of  AQRVs,  will  be 
required  of  all  operators.  The  operators  should  bear  the  costs  of  all 
monitoring.  Those  Wind  River  lakes  to  be  monitored  should  be  selected  on 
the  basis  of  baseline  studies  conducted  by  the  Forest  Service,  as  well 
as  on  the  best  available  modeling  of  pollutant  dispersion.  An  adequate 
n  inter  of  representative  lakes  should  be  chosen  and  listed  in  the  decision. 

If  all  baseline  monitoring  data  are  not  available  at  the  time  the  decision 
is  issued,  provision  shouUfce  trade  for  inclusion  of  a  list  at  a  later  date, 
not  to  exceed  the  date  of  ccnmen cement  of  construction. 

The  decision  should  stipulate  what  action  will  be  taken  by  an  operator  or 
operators  as  soon  as  irrpacts  on  wilderness  values  are  detected.  In  addition, 
or  as  a  nunimun  alternative.  Appendix  E-2  in  the  FEUS  (the  Bridger  and 
Fitzpatrick  AQRVs  Action  Plan)  should  be  amended  to  include  this  requironent . 

(A  similar  requirement  for  corrective  action  is  contained  in  Appendix  A- 3, 

Fisheries  and  Surface  Water  Quality  Monitoring  Program.  Appendix  A- 3  does  not 
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explicitly  address  AQRVs  in  wilderness  areas.)  Any  change  which  cannot  be 
attributed  to  seasonal  fluctuations  or  other  natural  causes  should  be 
suspect  as  an  mpact  of  Riley  Ridge  operations.  Any  measurable  decrease 
in  pH  should  be  considered  significant.  A  value  of  0.1  SU  should  not  be 
chosen  as  the  criterion  of  significance.  The  precision  and  accuracy  of  pH 
measurement  techniques  vary  according  to  water  chemistry,  particularly 
conductivity.  Sane  of  the  Wind  River  lakes  exhibit  extrenely  low  conductivities. 

It  may  be  difficult  to  detect  pH  ctanges,  therefore,  but  in  order  to 
protect  wilderness  values,  any  change  should  be  considered  significant. 

Since  the  Clean  Air  Act  provides  for  the  denial  of  a  PSD  permit  if  the 
federal  land  rranager  danonstrates  that  air  emissions  will  adversely  mpact 
AQRVs,  WOC  urges  you  to  incorporate  in  your  decision  specific  reccrmendations 
which  can  be  used  by  the  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Oiality  in 
issuing  and  reviewing  PSD  permits.  Specifically,  we  see  a  need  for  a  policy 
or  regulations  at  the  State  level  which  stipulate  what  inforrraticn  will  be 
needed  to  meet  the  demonstration  requirement  called  for  by  the  Act.  Such 
policy  or  rules  should  also  outline  possible  courses  of  action  to  be  followed 
if  a  permitted  facility  later  causes  an  adverse  mpact  on  an  AQRV.  It  would 
be  to  BLM's  advantage,  not  to  mention  the  Bridger  and  Fitzpatrick  wildernesses' 
benefit,  if  these  policies  were  adopted  "before  the  fact".  It  feasibly  could 
also  benefit  an  applicant  by  shortening  the  review  process  by  avoiding  delays 
while  the  State  reviewed  information  sutnutted  by  the  federal  land  ranager 
(in  this  case  the  Regional  Forester)  regarding  AQRV  mpacts.  If  the  decision 
document  is  not  an  appropriate  vehicle  for  these  reccrmendations,  we  strongly 
encourage  the  BLM  and  Forest  Service  to  work  with  DEQ  in  formulating  a  policy 
for  reviewing  PSD  permit  applications  with  respect  to  AQRV  mpacts.  Such  a 
cooperative  effort  should  take  place  before  DEQ  is  confronted  with  deciding 
whether  the  Regional  Forester  has  adequately  deronstrated  that  an  adverse 
mpact  will  occur,  and  before  being  faced  with  the  question  of  hex  to  handle 
such  an  mpact  after  a  permit  has  been  issued. 

Finally,  a  Wyoming  Outdoor  Council  (renter  cemented  in  writing  on  the  ARTR 
within  the  DEIS  carmen t  period,  yet  his  letter  was  neither  answered  nor 
acknowledged  in  the  Final.  His  ccrments  should  be  made  public  and  his  remarks 
should  be  addressed. 

In  conclusion  we  would  like  to  erphasize  that  whenever  possible  mpacts  should 
be  avoided  rather  that  mitigated  or  corrected.  When  prevention  is  not  possible 
due  to  other  rrenagement  objectives,  monitoring  should  be  tailored  to  meet 
specific  objectives  and  strategies  should  be  strictly  adhered  to.  The  weight 
given  to  cost  considerations  should  be  balanced  by  due  attention  to  other 
values  at  stake.  Wilderness  values  in  particular  warrant  certain  preferential 
treatment.  Dollar  amounts  can  be  almost  negligible  when  viewed  in  the  proper 
perspective.  For  exanple,  the  $2  million  co6t  of  a  50-year  monitoring  program 
in  the  Bridger  and  Fitzpatrick  would  add  only  24C  to  the  cost  of  producing 
1  million  cubic  feet  of  methane.  The  cost  of  ronedying  adverse  mpacts,  on  the 
other  hand,  nay  be  huge.  The  cost  to  all  of  us  of  an  irreversible  mpact 
could  be  beyond  quantification. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  take  part  in  your  decision -making  process. 

Please  give  consideration  to  our  request  to  extend  the  caiment  period  to 
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enable  the  public  to  better  review  changes  and  corrections  in  the  DEIS 
and  supporting  docunents. 


Debra  L.  Beck 
Ebcecutive  Director 


cc:  Mr.  Bob  Yuhnke 

Environmental  Defense  Fund 
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Ftowder  River  Basin  Resource  Council 

48  North  Main  Sheridan,  Wyo  82801  (307)672-6809 


Ha*  Jmia  VanWyhe 

Riley  EidgeProJect  leader 
bureau  of  Lari4  Management 
Division  of  En#  ironmental  Inpact  "Statement 
Service* 

55?  Zang  Street 
First  Floor  Etet 
Denver,  Colorado  80228 


Dec.  29th,  1983 


Dear  Ha.  VanWyha, 


Enclosed  are  a  few  -onrtenta  on  the  Final  "^nvir omental  Impact  Statament 
for  th*  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Caa  Project.  Please  conai<tor  theee  corvunts  be fora 
any  final  action  la  taken  regarding  thifproject. 


Th*  *°*t  eerioue  problem  appears  to  be  a  kack  of  epeolfio  information  at 
th*  location  of  eone  of  th*  proposed  Jevelojanant  eitea.  Baseline  data  and  specif ' o 
information  on  air,  land,  and  wategconditlons  need  to  be  established  as  a  part 
of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  process.  Th*  continued  reliance  by  thi*  BSIS 
taiun  on  various  agencies  of  yhe  state  of  Wyoming  to  provide  environmental  protection 
and  mitigation  me  a. rures  ignores  tha^fedaral  government's  responsibility  to  determine 
th*  potential  envlrcnnmntal  impact*  and  to  implement  specif  lo  mitigation  Tea  sure  s 
as  a  condition  of  any  federal  action  that#could  significantly  affeot  th*  quality 
of  th*  human  environment.  The  purpose  of  an  EI3  i*  to  Identify  the  social, 
economic,  and  environmental  implications  of  project  development  ed  to  designate 
mitigation  measures,  not  to  defer,  delegate  and  delay  such  action. 

Th*  following  Information  needs  to  be  addressed*  A  supplemental  Draft 
Environmental  Inpact  statement  would  b*  the  proper  vehicle  foreeuoh  actionl  Since 
Exxon  ha*  applied  to  th^ltyaming  Industrial  Siting  Council  for  a  permit,  specific 
information  on  air  and  water  needs  to  be  gathered  at  this  site. 

I*  S0CT0 -ECONOMIC i  What  will  b*4he  project's  impact  on  Vyaming'a  unemploy- 
mant  compensation  fund  as  peak  construction  workers  loo™  their  Jobs  and  start 
collecting  unemployment?  Housing  shortfalls  were  identified  as  a  significant 
impact,  but  mitigation  measures  were  deterred  to  Wyoming's  Industrial  Siting 
Council.  The  Industrie  Siting  Council  will  consider  housing  problems  but 
there  i*  no  guarantee  that  the  council  will  require  the  companies  to  meet 
housing  need*  not  covered  bygmeaidential  developers. 


n.  AIR  QUALITY  i  The  Exxon  add  Northwest  sites  rely  on  off -site  meteorological 
data.  Especially  since  Exxon  propose*  to  develop  It*  project,  thi*  does  not 
give  a  realistic  picture  of  what  tha  enviro nmm  tal  Impacts  will  fee.  Why  was  on- 
elte  data  not  collected?  Evacuation fclan*  for  sour  gas  excursions  apparently 
will  be  deraloped  in  the  future?  „  lV  ...  .  . 

n«  *7  not  b.  rtta  to  b.  d.T.lop^.  VpiJo  JhSuff'l}  TJSSrJS™Uac^’!b:’MSltl°" 
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WYOMING  OUTDOOR.  COUNCIL 

P.O  Box  1184  1603  Capitol  Cheyenne.  WY  82001 


BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS 


December  29,  1983 


Mr.  Maxwell  T.  Lieurance,  State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Wyoming  State  Office 

2515  Warren  Avenue 

Cheyenne,  WY  82001 

Dear  Mr.  Lieurance: 


Hie  Wyoming  Our door  Council  (WOC)  appreciates  this  opportunity 
to  cement  on  the  Raley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project  Final 
Environmental  Inpact  Statement.  We  are  submitting  partial 
cements  at  this  time  in  order  to  ccnply  with  the  December  30 
deadline;  hewever,  we  have  requested  an  extension  of  the  cement 
period  on  the  basis  of  changes  (corrections)  in  the  Air 
Resources  Technical  Report  which  we  have  not  yet  had  the  chance 
to  review.  (We  requested  a  copy  of  the  ARTR  and  errata  sheet  on 
December  19.)  We  would  anticipate  cementing  further  after 
reevaluating  the  ARTO. 


MEMBER 

ORGANIZATIONS 


SUPPORTING 

ORGANIZATIONS 


WOC  agrees  with  several  ccmenters  on  the  DEIS  that  the  purpose 
and  need  for  the  project  have  not  been  adequately  addressed. 

The  response  in  the  FEIS  to  those  assertions  indicated  that 
the  leaseholders  have  an  indisputable  right  to  develop  existing 
leases;  hence,  an  analysis  of  the  need  for  the  natural  gas 
product  is  inappropriate,  as  are  discussions  of  market  conditions 
or  energy  conservat lon/energy  alternatives.  The  validity  of 
this  argument  notwithstanding,  we  contend  that  the  relative 
need  for  the  product  should  determine  at  least  in  part  the 
level  of  development  inpacts  which  would  be  acceptable.  We 
believe  that  an  inordinate  nurber  and  degree  of  significant 
inpacts  are  predicted  for  the  project.  In  our  opinion  there 
would  be  unacceptable  inpacts  to  several  resources,  most 
notably  wildlife  and  fisheries,  socioeconomics,  and  air  quality 
related  values.  Mitigation  measures  achuttedly  do  not  prevent 
inpacts,  but  in  several  cases  ccmitted  mitigation  will  do 
little  to  lessen  the  severity  of  inpacts.  For  exanple.of  the 
12, 115  acres  to  be  disturbed  during  construction  (preferred 
alternative),  9,053  or  75X  is  critical  wildlife  habitat.  To 
exacerbate  the  situation,  the  actual  nurber  of  acres  disturbed 


SIS  COMMENTS 
PAGE  TWO 


What  assurances  does  the  EIS  team  have  that  an  effective  evacuation  plan  can 
be  developed  and  how  effective  will  such  a  plan  be?  Will  R2S  occur  in 
sufficient  quantities  to  violate  Wyoming's  odor  standards?  'low  does  an  "odor 
significance  level"  of  6.5  micrograms  perecubic  meter  relate  to  Air  Quality's 
scentometer  standards?  The  effects  of  acidic  deposition  on  lakes  has  been 
discuswed,  but  what  will  be  the  impacts  on  soils  and  vegetation  astthe  buffering 
capacity  of  the  soil  is  exhausted?  The  Final  EIS  did  notlinclude  adequate 
discussion  of  low  level  H2S  impacts  on  people,  livestock,  and  wildlife.  Why 
wa s  this  not  covered?  What  impact  will  H  2S  emissions  have  on  vegetation? 

BLM  should  not  rely  on  state  agencies  to  develop  data  and  monitoring  plana, 
since  this  EIS  is  responding  to  a  federal  action,  the  federal  govenment  has 
a  responsibility  to  develop  information,  monitoring  plans,  ®d  mitigation 
measures. 

III.  WATER  QUXLITTx  The  EIS  team  admitted  that  little  if  say  infer nation 
concerning  specific  groundwater  impacts  is  known.  Data  on  existing  conditions, 
and  estimates  of  possible  impacts  needs  to  be  developed  as  part  of  the  EIS  process. 

A  supplemental  draft  EIS  should  \>e  prepared  mad  include  comprehensive  gro  mdwater 
infer  mation  and  a  monitoring  plan  that  addresses  site  specific  conRotltiona.  The 
environmsa  tal  consequences  of  deep  well^injection  of  wastewater  should  be  c>  neidered 
now  hr—f™  before  an  irreversablatederal  action  is  taken  with  inadequate  knowledge 
of  potential  environmental  consequences.  Groundwater  is  too  valuableaa  resource 

to  risk  wasting  or  destroying.  Impacts  to  surface  water  through  ground-surface 
water  interactions  are  unknown®  d  dioudd  be  identified  in  the  EIS. 

IV.  AGRICULTURE!  What  are  the  significant  imps  -ts  to  ranchers  using  th#e 
Slate  Creek  Sheep  trail,  and  how  dould  these  impacts  be  mitigated.  BUI  and  the 
Forest  Service  have  not  done  an  adequate  Job  of  developing  mitigation  measures 
to  minimise  some  of  the  impacts  toa specific  agricultural  operations.  Thera 
does  not  appear  to  he  anything  that  precludes  the  BUI  frem  requiring  the 
companies  to  minimi se  impacts  to  hard  hit  operations.  Why  was  this  not  done? 

A  thorough  rewiew  of  inqs  eta  to  specific  operations  should  be  included  in  a 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS. 

V.  GAS  V9JTIM3:  BLM  will  allowOOJ  and  HJelium  tc(be  fi  red  at  least  in 
the  near  future  with  no  penalty  or  measures  to  conserve  this  valuable  resource. 

CO 2  and  Helium  have  markets  now  -  why  waste  sane thing  that  we  tfnow  know  to  be 
valuable?  Why  was  reinjection  cf  this  resource  not  considered?  By  assessing 
royalty  payments  on  vented  gas  wouldn't  the  companies  have  greater  insentive 

to  develop  a  market?  The  decision  to  Allow  companies  to  waste  valuablaresources, 
rather  than  wait  until  there  is  a  need  for  the  gas  to  be  developed  and  completely 
used,  shoud  be  reassessed. 

Please  excuse  the  typing  errors.  At  this  time  I  only  have  access  to  an  old 
and  broken  machine.  T  will  re-type  and  send  these  conanenta  in  next  week.  In 
the  meantime,  I  though  it  important  that  you  receive  these  comments. 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment.  I  expects. that  these  comments  will 
receive  careful  consideration  and  that  the  Powderttlver  B^sin  Resource  Council 
will  receive  responses  to  all  of  thepoints  raisea  herein! 


Ell  COH'PNTS 
FACE  THREE 


Once  again  we  would  like  to  urge  you  to  consider  the  lakk  of  basic  infer  mation 
contained  in  the  Riley  Ridge  EIS  and  prepare  a  supplemental  Draft  !>rvironmental 
Impact  Statement.  Since  Exxon  has  applied  for  an  Industrial  Siting  permit,  base¬ 
line  information  for  this  petion  needs  to  be  developed  immediately  a  d  incorporated 
into  the  EIS. 


Respectfully  submitted. 


Grant  Parker 
Staff  for  the 
Powder  River  Basin 
Resource  Council 
0OU  W.  29th  St. 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82001 


NORTHWEST  PIPELINE  CORPORATION 
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i .  v  '  '■  December  27,  1983 

Mr.  Maxwell  T.  Lieurance,  State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Wyoming  State  Office 
2515  Warren  Avenue 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82001 


Dear  Mr.  Lieurance: 

The  Final  Environmental  Inpact  Statement  for  the  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas 
Project  has  been  reviewed  by  Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation. 

We  again  ccrmend  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  U.S.  Forest  Service  and 
Environmental  Research  and  Technology,  Inc.  for  a  well  done  treatment 
of  a  ccrplex  project.  The  additions,  changes  and  deletions  made  for  incor¬ 
poration  in  the  Draft  EIS  make  that  excellent  doc  orient  an  even  better 
one.  The  use  of  mitigated  inpacts  in  the  ccnparative  analysis  section 
is  a  noteworthy  exanple.  We  also  thank  the  docunent's  preparers  for  the 
consideration  given  to  our  canments  and  criticisms  of  the  Draft. 

We  at  Northwest  have  enjoyed  working  with  your  staffs  in  the  Wyaning  offices; 
the  Forest  Service  personnel  in  Big  Piney,  Jackson  and  Ogden;  and  ERT's 
staffs  in  Fort  Collins  and  Denver.  There  has  been  an  association  of  mutual 
respect  with  these  people  since  the  inception  of  this  project  four  years 
ago.  We  look  forward  to  any  future  associations  on  projects  yet  to  come. 

Sincerely, 

NORTHWEST  PIPELINE  CORPORATION 

Ken  E.  Buell 
Environmental  Affairs 
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CemtM  lot  D'tetM  Control 
Atlanta  GA  30333 

December  21,  1983 
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Mr.  Maxve 1 1  T.  Lieurance 
State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Wyoming  State  Office 
2515  Warren  Avenue 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82001 

Dear  Hr.  Lieurance: 


I 


We  have  completed  our  review  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  on  the  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Caa  Project,  Sublette,  Lincoln,  and 
Sweetwater  Countlea,  Wyoming.  We  are  reapondlng  on  behalf  of  the  U.S. 
Public  Health  Service. 


We  have  reviewed  your  reaponaes  to  our  co»enta  of  July  12  on  the  Draft 
EIS  and  find  them  to  be  aatlafactory .  We  concur  that  aa  part  of  the 
Conatructlon  and  Uae  Plana,  each  applicant  ahould  be  required  to  submit 
a  "aour  gas"  pipeline  health  and  safety  design,  conatructlon,  and 
operation  plan  for  approval.  Every  possible  safety  design  requirement 
will  reduce  the  probability  of  a  rupture  and  mlnlmlre  the  extent  of 
exposure  should  such  an  event  occur.  We  also  recommend  appropriate 
training  to  ensure  that  all  personnel  have  the  ability  and  knowledge  to 
Implement  the  established  contingency  and  evacuation  plan  for  the 
operation  of  the  well  field,  pipelines,  and  plant  facilities. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Frank  S.  Llsella,  Ph.D. 

Chief,  Environmental  Affairs  Croup 
Canter  for  Environmental  Health 
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I  realise  the  cue  date  fcr  ccr-.e..ts  c..  tie 
dr  .f *  "_J  fcr  e  hiley  r.idjje  r.vtural  j-s  'reject  ic  Icr.- 
past,  I  vculd  like  to  take  the  cr:  crtur.i ty  tc  r<  ur c.-.d, 

\s  c.  t fitters  ir.  ti  e  'i.-.i  ..iver  I  'cur.t?.i".s,  .  -  ..L.i  .d 

\::i  I  :  £  '  .»c:  rr son  to  ttre  V;  cut  the  future  '■  ..viro:.- 

r.e  t*.l  ':c  titicr.  of  f.  at  area,  e  take  pec-jle  i..  c  hor.^tlrck 
tc  rt'iote  I-‘:c£  fis:  ir."  a  .d  i.:t  .ting  -'here  ec  /.title /.-  .re 
alr.oat  icle'l.  .  ere  are  act  tor  -.any  people  i:.  t:  •*  r‘.a 
and  t.  ere* a  o'uite  a  it  cf  vildlife  ar.d  fish.  ?hcs  e 
-ooq  natters  fcr  a  jersc/.  fie  .irirsc  a  -vilderr.esu  c::*  eric/ ce . 

I  don’t  f  cl  t : . at  there  is  ur.y  true  ..ilde.  .  ss  left  it  the 
lcv;er  43  states  lux  tine  .ir.d  ‘  i  e.  'cuzitai.  a  ccr.cs  .s-  close 
as  nost  areas  car.  these  days. 

"l-.eref c re ,  it  ./.is  v/ith  a  creax  deal  cf  saetcat  that  1 
*  sard  of  the  rcrcseti  r.ntsral  ,_us  ;  reject  ir.  t'.  e  C-rec.t  fiver 
valley.  .  concerns  run  t  •  e  ..t  rie  Ic.r.ut  frc~  sccioc -c/.c.-.ic 
ir.ract  to  air  ? -.d  ..-ter  n.  niity  to  acid  rain  tc  .vildlife 
anc  v.il  terr.ess  i  ;  act.  .ere’s  r.o  dcult  i.t  a.-.yc.te’s  rir.d  thut 
tie  i  jhcx  is  wcinj,  tc  cue  ;r.  _t’s  just  a  ratter  of  he  v;  rtuc). . 
-■  e  ire  .y  cf  tic  sit.  -tic:,  is  tint  a  decisic  t  cf  this  sort 
is  ei.'.j  -.tie  r.t  a  xir.e  hot  t  ere  is  a  r.atur*  1  cas  ylut>.  I 
‘  eve  net  see-:’,  t .  e  .teed  fcr  fc  u  ,_cs  s-.vec  tenin.r  ri.r-_-.ts  he  -.er¬ 
st -tied  a  .d  until  I  dc,  _  .c  t  r.e  ve^y  sj  “.pati.etic  tc..  arcs 
aiic  .i.cy  sue.-,  i  pacts  to  cceur. 


I  r-  Id,  ti  £  j  efere ,  rcccr  e..d  that  .no  action  1  e  t  -ken 
-  .  .at”  its  he  denied  tie  pus  ccr.ranies  i.. voiced.  I  vould 
lie  tc  .ec  t  e  area  stay  at  If  .utifui  r.s  it  is  .  iw‘..t  c_;v 


I<  ,11  C.", 
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Memorandum 


RECEIVED 
ELM-ROCK  SPR’NGS 
DISTRICT 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

2120  Capitol  Avenue,  Room  7010 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming  B2001 
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October  4,  1983  ^ 


To:  Project  Leader,  CIS  Office,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Third 

Floor  East,  555  Zang  Street,  Denver,  Colorado  80228 

From;  Project  Leader,  Ecological  Services 

Subject:  IJ.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  Comments  on  the  Riley 
Ridge  PFEIS 

This  responds  to  ERT's  September  23,  1983,  letter  requesting  our  review 
and  comments  on  the  subject  PFEIS  and  your  office's  response  to  public 
comments  on  the  DEIS. 


Comments  on  the  DEIS 


FWS  Response 

BLM  and  the  applicant  should  do  more  than  consider 
protecting  wildlife,  especially  migratory  birds, 
from  toxic  hazard  areas. 

Bird  mortality  associated  with  the  evaporation 
pond  would  be  an  illegal  action  under  section  2 
of  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  (16  U.S.C.  703- 
711);  therefore,  we  still  recommend  that  the 
applicant  dispose  of  toxic  materials  in  an 
alternate  manner  that  would  eliminate  toxic 
waste  nazaras  to  wildlife. 


26.6 

26.15 


See  comment  on  26.5 


See  comment  on  26.5 
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FWS  Response 

Any  overhead  pipeline  is  vulnerable  to  rupturing. 
We  stand  by  our  original  comments  that  shut  off 
valves  should  be  installed  at  stream  crossings 
that  could  affect  fisheries  resources. 

See  comment  on  26.5 

Raptor  surveys  should  be  conducted  prior  to 
initial  construction  to  prevent  project  delays. 

We  recommend  that  the  resultant  information  from 
the  raptor  surveys  and  site  specific  protection 
plans  be  coordinated  with  this  office. 

Please  contact  this  office  or  our  endangered  species  office  in  Helena, 
Montana  if  you  have  questions. 


cc : 

Regional  Director,  Denver,  Colorado  (ES) 

Field  Supervisor,  Billings,  Montana  (ES) 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming 
Bureau  of  Land  Management.  Rock  Springs,  Wyoming 
Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department,  Cheyenne.  Wyominq 
FWS/ EC  Washington,  D.C. 

Office  of  the  Secretary,  D0I ,  Denver.  Colorado  (Attn:  Bob  Stewart) 


Comment  No. 

26.16 

26.17 

26.19 


1241  Palisades 

Rock  Springs,  WY  82901 

July  8,  1983 


Mr.  Douglas  6.  Turner 
United  States  Forest  Service 
P.0.  Box  218 
Big  Plney,  VY  82113 

Dear  Mr.  Turner: 
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Thank  you  for  speaking  with  me  after  the  Rock  Springs  hearing  on  the  Riley 
Ridge  Project.  This  letter  will  address  the  concerns  I  briefly  mentioned  at 
that  hearing.  It  Is  my  opinion  that  the  uncertainties  Involving  the 
potential  for  acid  deposition  Impacts  In  the  Brldger  Wilderness  are  large 
enough  to  warrant  an  expanded  baseline  and  monitoring  study. 

To  support  my  opinion,  I  will  address  the  factors  mentioned  In  the  summary 
statement  on  page  3-39--Ac1d  Deposition  Modeling,  paragraph  1.  This 
statement  Itself  contains  some  Implied  uncertainty;  however,  I  agree  that  It 
Is  a  good  place  to  start. 

1.  Emission  Strengths--S0g  -  N0_x 

This  factor  should  be  relatively  well  established  and  static.  I 
will  accept  the  supplied  data  knowing  that  In  the  final  analysis  It 
will  depend.  In  the  absence  of  SO-  scrubbers,  on  the  quality  of  feed 
gas  which  will  remain  unknown  untfll  all  the  wells  are  In. 

2.  Atmospheric  Dlffusslon  Characteristics 

Page  2-35,  "Current  plumes  are  not  expected  to  surmount  the 
mountains  or  to  Impact  any  other  wilderness  area."  In  effect,  this 
puts  a  lid  on  the  basin,  entrapping  the  pollutants  until  they  are 
removed  through  deposition. 

To  project  Impact,  dispersion  within  the  basin  Is  critical.  I  agree 
that  in  the  absence  of  other  meteorological  data,  the  Fort  Brldger 
data  are  the  best  to  go  on.  However,  data  that  Is  30  years  old  and 
35  air  miles  from  the  closest  plant  (over  70  from  the  others)  Is 
not.  In  my  opinion.  Indefensible.  The  precipitation  and  wind 
patterns  vary  annually  as  the  last  atypical  years  have  shown. 

I  disagree  that  the  proximity  of  the  station  Is  favorable  to  its 
choice.  The  Fort  Brldger  station  Is  located  next  to  the  only 
eastwest  mountain  range  In  the  United  States  and  must,  therefore,  be 
Influenced  by  It.  Other  stations  are  closer  and  should,  therefore, 
be  more  representatl ve. 
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If  one  compares  the  wind  rose  data  from  the  Naugton  and  Whltner 
canyon  stations,  enough  dlscrepency  exists  at  similarly  located 
plants  to  cast  doubt  on  the  confidence  of  the  Fort  Brldger  data 
being  used  to  project  impact.  The  period  of  record,  however  old  and 
short.  Is  the  best  we  have. 

I  also  do  not  agree  that  the  worst  case  situation  Is  presented  well. 
As  the  model  was  not  detailed  In  the  statement,  I  can  only  assume 
that  lateral  dispersion  of  the  emissions  on  a  northsouth  axis  Is 
presumed.  The  worst  case  situation,  as  I  see  It,  Is  a  fanning  plume 
with  little  lateral  dispersion  that  Impacts  a  given  basin  or 
mountain  pass.  For  example,  the  etimlsslons  from  the  Shute  Creek 
plant  could  be  short-circuited  Into  the  Sweetwater  Gap  country  and 
primarily  Impact  that  area  alone.  With  no  data  to  show  that  this 
could  not  occur.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  Is  also  a  possibility. 

We  are,  therefore,  bound  to  a  model  that  was  developed  outside  the 
basin  and  may  or  may  not  be  applicable  and  using  dispersion  data 
{arguably  the  single  most  Important  piece  of  data)  that  Is  30  years 
old,  and  miles  removed  from  the  projected  sources,  three  lakes  were 
chosen  for  monitoring  that  the  model  projected  would  suffer  most. 

I  submit  that  only  shallow,  high-altitude  lakes  In  the  Wind  Rivers 
would  fit  the  criteria  you  selected  in  choosing  these  lakes. 
Therefore,  the  choice  bolls  down  to  geographical  diversity.  I 
support  those  choices;  however,  I  would  add  a  high-altitude  lake  In 
each  major  drainage  because  I  believe  we  don't  know  where  the 
Impacts  will  occur. 

3.  Atmospheric  Oxidation  Kinetics 

The  basis  chemistry  Is  another  uncertainty,  but  one  for  basic 
research. 

4.  Topography 

Topography  Is  undoubtably  the  only  known  with  which  we  deal  In  the 
Riley  Ridge  Project. 

5.  Cl Imatology 

Regional  climatology  may  or  may  not  be  <1ynamic  In  a  short-term  (40 
year)  sense.  Recent  data  show  that  worldwide  climatology  Is 
undergoing  change. 

6.  Soil,  Water,  and  Biological  Characteristics 

By  admission  of  ERT  Inc.  and  your  own  staff,  there  Is  little 
Information  on  these  parameters  In  the  Brldger  Wilderness. 
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I  would  recomnend,  In  the  absense  of  any  data,  that  a  good, 
comprehensive  ecological  study  be  done  prior  to  the  project  going  on 
line. 

In  sunmary,  I  find  little  fault  with  the  EIS  or  the  Air  Resources  Technical 
Report.  On  the  contrary,  It  appears  that  they  are  well  researched  and 
written. 


The  Riley  Ridge  Project  represents  a  substantial  impact.  Acid  deposition  may 
prove  to  be  negllgable  (as  In  the  projected  lake  pH  changes)  or  It  could  be 
substantial.  I  don't  think  anyone  would  argue  that  acid  deposition  Is  not  an 
Incredibly  complex  subject.  Given  the  uncertainty  that  Is  presented  In  the 
EIS  and  that  I  have  briefly  outlined,  It  Is  my  opinion  that  a  much  more 
comprehensive  baseline  study  should  be  done  and  a  monitoring  program  be 
designed  to  anticipate  Impacts  over  a  broader  geographical  area.  A  follow-up 
to  the  baseline  study  should  also  be  planned  to  ascertain  any  Impacts. 

What  we  are  dealing  with  Is  a  prlmatlve  area  that  Is  precious  to  a  great  many 
people.  I,  for  one,  am  not  willing  to  gamble  It  on  the  data  presented.  If 
someone  at  ERT  or  USFS  Is  willing  to  guarantee  that  cumulative  acid 
deposition  effects  will  be  negllgable,  I  and  a  few  of  my  colleagues  would 
like  to  meet  him  or  her. 

I  have  additional  concerns  that  will  accompany  my  general  comments. 


Sincerely, 

Craig  Thompson  ^ 
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ATTACHMENT  F 
MAPS 

Map  S-l  -  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project  Record  Of  Decision  (North  1/2). 
Map  S-2  -  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Project  Record  Of  Decision  (South  1/2). 
Map  1  -  Sour  Gas  Trunk  Line  -  Proposed  And  Alternative  Assignments. 
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MAP  1  RILEY  RIDGE  PROJECT  -  PROPOSED  SOUR  GAS  PIPELINE  AND  ALTERNATIVES 
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BLM  Library 
Denver  Federal  Center 
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p.O.  Box  25047 
Denver,  CO  80225 
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MAP  S-1  RILEY  RIDGE  PROJECT  -  RECORD  OF  DECISION 
(North  V2) 
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